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T0 INCLUDE SUGAR BEETS AND SUGARCANE AS BASIC
AGRIOULTURAL COMMODITIES UNDER THE AGRICUL-
TURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT .

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1934

UNITED STATES SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to call at 10 a.m., in room 312 Senate
Office Building, Senator "{arrison presiding.

Present: Senators He on (chairman), King, George, Walsh,
Connally, Gore, Costigan lark, McAdoo, Byrd, Lonergan, Couzens,
Keyes, La Follette, Hast’ f’ and Walcott.

lso present: Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg; Hon. Henry A.
Wallace, Secretary of Agriculture; Mr. Louis H. Bean, Department
of Agriculture; Mr, James LeCron, Department of Agriculture.

The CHairMAN, The committee will come to order. The committee
will proceed to consider the bill, S. 2782, introduced by Senator
Costigan.

(Senate bill 2372 is here printed in full, as follows:)

A BILL To include sugar beets and sugarcane as basic agricultural commodities under
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represcntatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That subsection (b) of section 9
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, is amended by striking out
the period at the end of the first sentence, and inserting a colon and the
following: “ Provided, however, That in the case of sugar beets and sugurcane
the rute of the processing tax shall in no event be In excess of the amount of
the reduction, by the President, of the tariff on sugar in effect on January 1,
1934, under paragraph 501 of the Tariff Act of 1930.”

Seo. 2, Subsvection (d) of section © of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as
umended, is amended by adding after paragraph (4) thereof the following:

*“(8) In cnse of sugar beets and sugarcane—

*“(A) The term ‘processing’® means the processing of sugar beets or sugar-
cane into refined sugar or into any sugar which is not to be further refined.
When raw sugar is produced by one person and the fina! refining is done by
another person, the final refining of the sugar shall be deemed to be the
processing.

“(B) The term ‘processor ' means the person completing the processing,

“(C) The term ‘sugar’ means sugar in any form whatsoever, derived from:
sugar beets or sugarcane, including also molasses, raw sugar, direct-consump-
tion sugar, and any mixture contnining sugar (except blackstrap molasses,
beet molasses, and sirups), and, for the purposes of section 8a (1) of this Act,
sirups. Such molasses, raw sugar, direet consumption sugar, sugar mixtures,
and sirups, included within the word sugar’', as herein defined, shall be
considered to constitute sugar to the extent of their total sugar content.

“(D) The term ‘blackstrap molasses’ means the commercially so-designated
‘byproduct® of the cane-sugar industry not used for human consumption or
for the extraction of sugar, and the total sugar content of which does not
exceed 58 per centum, 1
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“(E) The term *beet molusses’ means the commercinlly so-designated *by-
product’ of the bect sugar industry, not used for humun consumption, or for
the extraction of sugar except as detivered from one heet factory to another
for such purpose,

*(I') The term *raw sugar' means sugar, as defined above, manufactured
or marketed in, or brought into, the United States, in any form whutsoever,
for the purpose ‘of being, or Which shall be, further vefined. o

“(G) The term ‘ direct-consuinption sugnr’ means sugar, as defined above,
manufactured or marketed. n, or brought into, the United States, in any
form whatsoever, for any pi\-pose other than to be further reflned.

“(H) Whenever any person has paid a tux on the processing of sugar beets
or sugarcane into sugar, he shall not be linble for a tax on any byproduct
thereof, unless such byproduet is further refined.”

Nec. 3. Section 8 of the Agricultural Adjustiment Act, as amended, is amended
by adding at the end thercot the following new section:

“Sec. 8Sa. (1) Having due regard to the welfare of domestie producers
and to the protection of domestic consumers and to a just relation between
the prices received by domestie producers and the prices pnid by domestic
consumers, the Secretary of Agricultuve may, in order to effectuate the
declared policy of this Act, from time to time, by orders or regulations, for-
bid processors, hundlers of sugar, and others (A) from importing sugar into con-
tinental United Stutes for consumption, or which shall be consumed therein,
and/or frem marketing, transporting, receiving, or processing sugar from the
Territory of Hawaili, Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, Phiiippine Islands, and
from foreign countries, including Cuba, respectively, in excess of quotas based
on average importations therefrom into continental United States for con-
sumption, or which was actually consumed thervein, Jduring such three years,
respectively, in the years 1923-1933, inclusive, as the Secretary of Agriculture
may, from time to time, determine to be the most representative respective
three years, and the Secretary of Agriculture may by orders or regulations
allot such guotas from time to time among the processors, handlers of sugar,
and others, and from time to time readjust such quotas or allotments; and/or
(B) from marketing, in the current of or ‘n competition with, or so as to
burden, obstruct, or in any way affect, intcrstate or foreign commerce, sugar
manufactured from sugar heets and/or sugarcane produced in the continental
United States beet sugar producing arvea, the State of Louisiana, the State
of Florida, and any other State or States, in excess of quotas equal to the
produetion or the marketings of sugar manufactured from sugar beets and/or
sugarcane produced in such area the State of Louisiana, the State of Florida,
and such other State or States, respectively, in such three years, respectively,
in the years 1925-1933, inclusive, ns the Secretary of Agriculture may, from
time to time, «determine to be the most representative respective three years,
and the Secretary of Agriculture may by ovders or regulations allot such quotas
from thme to time among the processors, handlers of sugar, and others, and
from time to time readjust such quotas or allotments,

“(2)-The Secretary of Agrleulture may (A) for any year, determine the
quota for any area producing less than two hundred and fifty thousand long
tons of sugar during the next preceding year, withont reference to the afore-
said three-year periods, and (B) readjust from time to time any quota or
allotment fixed pursuant thereto,

“(3) Any person violating any order or regulation of the Secretary of Agri-
culture issued under this section shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine
of not more than $5,000 and by imprisonment for not more than two years,

*(4) Any person exceeding any quota or allotment fixed for him under this
section by the Seerctary of Agriculture, and any other person knowingly par-
ticipating, or alding. in the exceeding of sald quota or allotment, shall forfeit
to the United Statex a sum equal to three times the current market value of
such excess, which forfeiture shall be recoverable in a elvil suit brought in
the name of the United States, All sums recovered shall be paid into the
Treasury and are hereby approprinted for the purposes named in section 12(b)
of this Act,

“(6) The several district courts of the United States are hereby vested with
Jurisdietion to prevent and restrain any person from violating the provisions of
this section and of any order or regulation issued by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture pursuant to this section. .
© “(8) Upon the request of the Secrétary of Agriculture, it shail be the daty
of the several district attorneys of the United States, in their respective dis.
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tricts, under the directions of the Attorney General, to institute proceedings to
enforce the remedies and to collect the forfeitures provided for in this section,”

Sec. 4. Paragraph (5) of subsection (d) of Section 9 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as amended, is hereby renumbered (6).

$SE0. . Section 9 of the Agricultuml Adjustment Act, as amendeq, is umeuded
by adding after subsection (e) thereof the following new subsectiou :

“(f) For the purposes of part 2 of this title, pmcosslng shall be held to
include manafacturing.”

Seo, 6. Subsection (f) of section 10 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as
amended, is amended by striking out the period at the end of such subsection
and ndding a semicolon and the following: “ except that, in the case of sugar
beets and sugarcane, the President, if he finds it necessary in order to effectuate
the declaved policy of this Act, is authorized by proclamation to make the pro-
visjons of this title applicable to the Philippine Islands, the Virgin Islands,
American Samon, the Canal Zone, and/or the istand of Guam.”

SEC. 7. Section 11 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, is
amended by adding after the word * tobacco” a comma and the words “ sugnr.
heets and sugarcane.”

Sec. 8. Subsection (e) of section 156 of the Agricultural Adjustment Aect, as
amended, is amended by striking out the period at the end of such subsection
and adding a colon and the following: ¢ Provided further, That the President,
in his discretion, is authorized by procluamation te decree that all or part of
the taxes collected upon the processing in continental United States of suganp
coming from the Philippine Islands, the Virgin Islands, America Samoa, the
Canal Zone, and/or the island of Guam shall not be covered into the general
fund of the Treasury of the United States but shall be held as o separate fund
and paid into the treasury of the sald possessions, respectively, to be used and
expended by the governments theveof for the benefit of agriculture, and/ov
paid as rental or bheuefit payments in connection with the reduction in the acre.
age or reduction in the production for marvket, or hoth, of sugar beets and/or
sugnreane, in any of the said possessions, through agreements with producers
or by other voluntary methods,”

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES TRANSMITTING A RBQUEST
THAT - THE AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT BH AMENDED T0 MAKE SUGAR BrBTS
AND SUGARCANE BASIC AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES

To the Congress:
Stendily inereasing sugar production in the continental United States and
in insular regions has created a price and marketing situation prejudicial to
- virtually everyonhe interested, Farmers in many areas are threatened with low
prices for thelr beets, and cane, and Cuban purchases of our goods have
dwindled steadily as her shipments of sugar to this country have declined.

There is a school of thought which believes that sugar ought to be on the
free list. This belief is based on the high cost of sugar to the American
consuming publie.

The annunl gross value of the sugar erop to American beet and cane growers
is approximutely $60,000,000, Those who believe in the free importation of
sugar say that the 2 cents a pound tariff is levied mostly to protect this 60-
million-dollar crop and that it costs our consuming public every year more
than 200 million dollars to afford this protection,

I do not at this time recommend placing sugar on the free list I feel that we
ought first to try out a system of quotas with the three-fold object of keeping
down the price of sugar ‘to consumers, of providing for the retention of beet
and cane farming within our continental Hmits, and alzo to provide aaalmt
further expansion of this neces=arily expensive industry.

Consumers have not benefitted from the disorganized state of sugnr produotlon
here and in the insular regions. Both the import tariff and cost of Qistribution,
which iogether account for the major portion of the consumers’ price for sugar,
have remained relatively constant during the past 3 years,

This situation clem'lv calls for remedial action, I believe that we can in-
crease the returns to our own farmers, contribute to the economie rehabilitation
of Cuba, provide adequate quotns for the Philippines, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and
the Virgin Islands, and at the same time prevent higher prlces to our own
consumers.

The problem is difficult, but can be solved if it is met squarely and if small
temporary gains are sacrificed to ultimate general advantage.
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. The objective may be attained most readily through amendment of existing
legislation. The Agricultural Adjustment Act should be amended to make sugar
beets and sugarcane busic agricultural commodities. It then will be possible
to collect a processing tax on sugar, the proceeds of which will be used to
compensate farmers for holding their production to the quota level. A tax
of less than one half cent per pound would provide sufficient funds,

Consumers need not and should not bear this tax. It is already within the
Bxecutive power to reduce the sugar tariff by an amount equal to the tax. In
order to make certain that American consumers shall not bear an increased
price due to this tax, Congress should provide that the rate of the processing
tax shall in no event exceed the amount by which the tariff on sugar is reduced
below the present rate of import duty.

By further amendment to the Agricultural Adjustment Act, the Secretary
of Agriculture should be given authority to license refiners, importers, and
handlers to buy and sell sugar from the various producing areas only in the
proportion which recent marketings of such areas bear to total United States
consumption. The average marketings of the past 3 years provide on the whole
an equitable base, but the base period should be flexible enough to allow slight
adjustments as between certain producing areas. ’

The use of such a base would allow approximately the following preliminary
and temporary quotas:

Short tons

Continental beets e 1, 450, 000
Louisiana and Florida 260, 000
Hawalfl ———— 935,000
Puerto RiCO - oo - 821,000
Philippine Islands -- 1,087, 000
Cuba - - - 1, 944, 000
Virgin Islands- o __ - - 5, 000
PO e e e e 6, 452, 000

The application of such quotus would hinmedintely adjust market supplies to
consumption, and would provide a basis for reduction of production to the
needs of the United States market.

Furthermore, in the negotiations for a new treaty between the United States
and Cuba to replace the existing Commercial Convention, which negotiations
are to be resumed immediately, favorable consideration will be given to an
increase in the existing preferential on Cuban sugars, to an extent compatible
with the joint interests of the two countries.

In addition to action made possible by such legislative and treaty changes,
the Secretary of Agriculture already has authority to enter into codes and
marketing agreements with manufacturers which would permit savings in
manufacturing and distributing costs. If any agreements or codes are entered
into, they should be in such form as to assure that producers and consumers
share in the resuilting savings.

. FRANKLIN D, ROOSEVELT.

Tae Waite House, February 8, 1934,

The Cuamryan. Senator Costigan, do you want to make an initial
statement, hefore we begin with the Secretary of Agriculture?

Senator CosticaN. With the indulgence of the committee, Mr,
Chairman, I should like to make a brief statement.

The CHARMAN. We will be glad to hear you.

STATEMENT 0.!‘ HON. EDWARD P. COSTIGAN, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Senator Cosriean. Mr. Chairman, about 10 months ago, on April
18, 1933, at the last session of the Congress, I offered and discussed
in the Senate an amendment to the Agricultural Adjustment Act
designed to have sugar beets and cane included among speciﬁe(f
basic agricultural commodities. That amendment passed the Senate
the following day, by a vote of 41 to 37, but was subsequently,
through conference action, excluded from the law.
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Between April 1933 and February of this year, the Department
of Agriculture, as indicated by successive statements on sugar, re-
jected the much discussed voluntary sufar marketing or quota agree-
ment, and openly announced approval of legislation to have sugar
beets and cane declared basic agricultural commodities.

Perhaps, for purposes of a readily available record, some refer-
ence should be made, at the outset of this hearing, to the public
utterances of Secretary Wallace of the Department of Agriculture,
and IVfAr Chester Davis, administrator of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act.

On December 12, 1933, speaking at Chicago, Secretary Wallace
said, in part:

It is true that the time is coming when we shall have to reconsider many
of the devices employed in the adjustiment aect. While T think fun many ways

the act marks an cepoch in the history of American agriculture, nevertheless
that is not reason for regarding it as sacred.

The Secretary then discussed various possible amendments to the
law, and continued as follows:

Whether any of these particular proposals are to he considered in this
coming session of Congress, I do not know, but I might mention one which
is quite likely to come, and that is the incluston of beef cattle and sugar as
basie commodities, under the terms of the adjustment act. One or two others
:ltiuy also be added, but the case for beef cattle nnd sugar seems to be beyond

spute,

On January 18, 1934, Secretary Wallace appeared before the
Comnmniittee on Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate, and once
more affirmed his decision or suggestion to have sugar declared basic.
On that occasion he said:

When the Agricultural Adjustment Act was enacted farm prices of sugar
beets and sugarcane were very close to their fair exchange value, and as a
consequence, sugar was not included as a basie agricultural commodity under
the act. Anticipating marketing pressure, as a rvesult of the large prospective
crop of 1933-34, however, the Agricultural Adjustment Administration ne-
gotiated with representatives of the industry, to the end that a marketing
agreement, in the interests of cane and beet producers might be consummated.

Secretary Wallace then said:

The draft of a marketing agreement, which was finally presented for the
approval of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, was, however, unsatis-
factory, because it emphasized the interests of processor's rather than the income
of producers, because it did not provide for effective production control, and
because the protection of consumers’' interests was virtually confined to the
Secretary’s power to terminate the agreement. The administration—

the Secretary continued—

explored varfous alternative proceedings. Our ultimate conclusion was that,
frrespective of any action which might subsequentiy be taken with respect
to market quotas, or the regulation of competition, we should be in position
to make supplementary payments to producers of beets and cane, and to Hmit
the acreage sown of those crops, if and to the extent that such action appeared
necessary for the effectuation of the purposes of the act—

referring, I assume, to the Agricultural Adjustment Act.
Without rereading the purposes of the act, Mr. Chairman, I
should like to ask that they be incorporated in my statement.
The CramrmaN, Without objection, they will be incorporated.
(The matter referred to is as follows:)
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Declaration of policy

SEeo. 2. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress—

(1) To establish and maintain such balance between the production and
consumption of agricultural commodities, and such marekting conditions there-
for, as will reestablish prices to farmers at a level that will give agricultural
commodities a purchasing power with respect to articles that farmers buy
equivalent to the purchasing power of agricultural commodities in the base
period. The base period in the case of all agricultural commodities except
tobacco shall be the pre-war period, August 1909 to July 1914, In the case of
tohacco, the base period shall he the post-war perlod, August 1919 to July 1929,

{(2) To approach such equnlity of purchasing power by gradual correction
of the present inequalities therein at as rapid a rate as is deemed feasible in
view of the current consumptive demand in domestic and foreign markets,

(3) To protect the consumers’ interest by readjusting farm production at
such level as will not inerease the percentage of the consumers’ retail expendi-
tures for agricultural commodities, or products derived therefrom, which is
returned to the farmer, nbove the percentage which was returted to the farmer
in the pre-war period. August 1909 to July 1914,

Senator CosticaN. On January 23 of this year, subsequent to the
last statement of the Sgcretury, Mr. Chester €. Davis, administrator
of the A ricultural g\.diustnwnt Act, spoke before the annual banquet
of the Illinois Agricultural Association, at Danville, Iil., and had
this to say, with reference to sugar:

Since farm prices for sugar Leets and sugavcane approximated their fair
exchange value at the time the Agricultural Adjustment Act was passed. they
were not regarded as basic agricultural commodities. Attempts to draft an
acceptable marketing agreement have not matertalized, To bring bencfits to
the producers, adjustment payments to the producers may be necessary. To
make that possible, sugar must be designated as basic,

Subsequent to these statements in Secretary Wallace’s Chicago
address, and on January 4, of this year, the first day for the introduc-
tion of bills, I renewed my effort to have sugar beets and cane
declared basic commodities, by introducing a bill to amend the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act to that end. :

On February 8, 1934, President Roosevelt transmitted a message
to the Congress; a message with which members of thi: ommittee
are familiar; favoring, in part, the action mentioned. Shortly
thereafter, these recommendations of the President were incor-
porated in an administration bill introduced in the House of Repre-
sentatives by Chairman Marvin Jones, of the Agricultural Com-
mittee of the House, and by me on February 12, 1934, in the Senate,
Hearings have been held on the bill before the House Committee
on Agriculture this week, and this is the opening of the hearing
before the Senate Finance Committee.

I have only this brief further statement to make about the bill:
My general views on it have been submitted to the Senate, first
on February 12, when the bill was introduced by me in the Senate, and
again on February 20. Following certain comments of the able
Senator from Michigan (Mr. Vandenberg), on unexpected testimony

iven before the House committee during the hearings on the bill
this week, because of the record which I have reviewed, I undertook,
on February 20, to interpret and in a measure defend the President
and Secretary Wallace against what appeared to be a clear indica-
tion of bad faith, due to the suggestion of Mr. Weaver, Chief of the
Sugar Division of the Department of Agriculture, that the bill is
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the first step in the direction of the extermination of the domestic
sugar industry. Representatives of the sugar-producing States were
reasonably alarmed by the intimation given in that testimony, that
the administration was either directly or indirectly, and particularly
under the guise of helpfulness, seeking to destroy an American
industry deemed important enough to be declared basic. I have
publicly resented such an insinuation of ambushed hostility, and
declared that President Roosevelt’s approval of the bill to make
sugar basic is a %‘uurantee of good faith,

Secretary Wallace is here, and will of course speak for the Depart-
ment of which he is the distinguished head. Because of my con-
nection with the efforts to have sugar declared basic, I feel bound to
say in advance of his testimony that if the administration has a
purpose to destroy the domestic sugar industry, that design has
never been in any respect communicated to me; that on the contrary
my experience with the administration, and the official record, and
the bill now before this committee, are all inconsistent with such a
program. Naturally, I am constrained to add that unless the bill
18 to- bo a constructive addition to the President’s farm-relief efforts,
looking to benefits for growers and stabilized prices and conditions
for the indnstry, every representative of sugar-producing States must
be expected to oppose it.

The CHarMAN. Secretary Wallace, the committee will hear you
now.

The committee thanks you for your preliminary statement, Senator
Costigan.

STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

Secretary WaLLace. Mr. Chairman, I regret exceedingly that it
has been impossible for me to prepare a carefully thought out state-
ment. It happened that the recent fireworks came while I was out
of town, and I did not retwrn until late Tuesday evening. As you
know, I met you rather accidentally Wednesday afternoon, and you
asked me when it would be possible for me to appear before this
committee. T thought that it would be appropriate, while this
matter is commanding public interest, that we proceed with it. Un-
fortunately, I found: such u press of business yesterday, that I was
unable to write out a carefully considered statement. and in this
somewhat informal stutement, I trust it will be possible to keep in
mind the many ramifications of this vast problem, without doing
an injustice to any part of the United States. I hope that all of us
will approach this problem. not from a narrow. lm-nL partisan view-
point, but from the point of view of ascestaining what will bring the
maximum of prosperity to all of the peopie of the United States,
without doing aun injustice to any particular section. '

From the first, the Department of Agriculture, in its approach
to the sugar problem. has found that thisx more than the problem
of any other agricultural commodity. transcends the province of
the Department of Agriculutre alone: that it gets into the State
Department in a very definite way; that the War Department,
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because of its concern with our insular possessions, is interested in a
very definite way; that the Interior Department is concerned,
because of its interest in the Virgin Islands; that the consumers,
because of conditions prevailing in the past, have been unusually
sensitized to the sugar problem; that certain progressive-minded
individuals, who have in mind certain ancient practices of the sugar

rocessors, the refiners, have been very dee(-i)ly interested in the way
in which this problem might be handled. In other words, this
problem, perhaps more than the problem of any other agricuitural
commadity, is of concern to the entire Nation, and if I may say so,
to the entire world.

Sugar furnishes an extraordinary example of what happens to
a commodity when the various governments of the world take an
interest in the application of tariffs and bounties, and other arti-
ficial devices. I suppose there is no commodity which has been so
affected by governmental interference on the world-wide scale. The
result has been to distort the judgment of producers in practically
every nation in the world, because they felt that they were planning
for a much more profitable market than eventually came to pass;
the result being that everywhere over the world, production has
been built up apparently behind the government walls of each
nation, only later to overflow those walls and produce a world-
wide chaos in the commodity. Sugar is the striking example of
what tariffs eventually produce.

The one concern of the Department of Agriculture necessarily
has been to discover some way of giving to the domestic sugar
producers the same kind of justice that we were endeavoring to
obtain for the other agricultural products; that has been our one con-
cern, and shall continue to be our concern. We have never at any
time had any other concern than that.

Of course, in the Agricultural Adjustment Act, the measurement
of justice is to restore. prices to pre-war parity, to that relationship
existing during the 1909-14 period. It has happened, during
a great part of the depression, that sugar beets have been closer to
that parity than most other agricultural products. It also happened
that during the period immediately after the enactment of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act. it seemed as though sugar prices might
reach a point which could enable the sugar-beet growers to. attain
very close to parity. During the slump which followed the 1933
speculative expansion which came to a head the 18th of July, suguir
was affected the same as other agricultural products; and a little
later, we rejected the sugar stabilization agreement, and we felt
called on, because of the disparity in purchasing power for sugar-
beet farmers, to see what could be done to bring them under the

rovisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and treat them as a

asic commodity,

Senator Gore. When you say you rejected the stabilization agree-
ment, just what do you have in mind, Mr. Secretary? I do not
believe I identify it. C

Secretary WaLrace, The agreement that was worked out by the
various sugfar interests, providing for quotas. We have, under
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, the power to enter into agree-
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ments with processors. The dprocessors of sugar prepared such an
agreement, which was rejected.

The Caamrmax, That was last fall?

Secretary WaLLace, That was in September, )

Senator Gore. That included, generally, the processors of im-
ported raw sugar, as well as domestic processors?

Sceretary Warpace. While the Cubans were not a party to the
agreement, there was by implication a quota set for them, as well.

Senator Kinc. It may be that you refer generally, Senator (lore,
to the hearings which were had here, at which representatives of the
sugar beet and cane industry all over the United States were present.

Sceretary Warrace, The insular possessions; yes, .

Senator Grorce. Well, there was a substantial understanding
reached at that time, in a concrete form, which, was accepted by the
beet producers, the cane producers, and the Cuban representatives.

Secretary Warrace. That is correct, sir,

Senator George. And that was rejected by you?

Secretary Warrace. That was rejected.

Senator GeorGe, Though they accepted it?

Secretary Warrace. Though they accepted it.
lSem?u:or Georae. Your judgment, you thought, was better than
theirs

Secretary WarLLace. I felt that it could not be accepted under the
terms of the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

Senator Kina. Sugar was not under the Agricultural Act, in the
sense that it was not denominated a basic commodity. Excuse me
I do not want to interrupt you. I just want to get your point of
view,

Secretary Warrace. Well, we can enter into an agreement with
respect to other commodities that are not designated as basic.

The Cnamrman. Your rejection was approved by the President
of the United States, of the marketing agreement?

Secretary Warrace, That is correct, sir.

Senator McApoo. Was it based upon the legal difficulty that ex-
isted, Mr, Secretary, or was it rejected for economic reasons?

Secretary Warrace. Well, the reasons are very detailed, and those
that could with propriety be made public, were made public at the
time, and can be ascertained from the record. As I say, we are
very anxious indeed to do the domestic sugar producers the same
kind of justice as is done to other agricultural commodities. At the
present time, it appears that in order to give the beet sugar farmers
of the United States a fair exchange value, it would be necessary
to increase the price of beets about 20 percent.

Senator Gore. From what to what?

Secretary WarLace. Parity is about $6.50 a ton, and the current
price, as I understand it, will approximate about $5.30 a ton. I
do not remember the exact figures, but it is approximately that.
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Tapty 1.—Average prices puid for sugar beets and parity prices

Dollars per ton
State
1031 1932 1933

L1 11 PPN EERR 5.34 (
Michigan. . ..o iriiciaieie i cracaccaccasmnienracccccencnonennnd 5.73 (4
NODIASKA ... o cieicvncccananetasscaacamacrascerancanacsencacaaassanas 5.48 4.58 ¢
MONtANA. .. oo ieaic e maineeiac i raacareacoranraar s ae e as 6.01 6.30 !
Idaho.....cocoaee.. 3 5.10 1
WYOMINE .. cceeere cemcaecennaaocccnnacracnn-snanacacs 5171 4.97 !
ColOrat0. cerancnarecctenannnaceaccteceer e cecneinian 5,44 4.62 '
Wtah........ - 5.82 4.97 t
Collfornin. .. vueeeeee i iceiciiiarecncaianccacoinee - e 7.40 6.02 1
Other States 2oeeee nicierananciccvectanncecanccncacnsnns 6.97 5,22 !

Unitod States....ocueemcucnnancecerersssenanann 5.04 6.2 6,32

Parity Pricesd. . e ercceea ettt cemrcanecnaeaccecinna 0.52 5,74 6. 46

1Data by States not yet available.
? States producing sugar beets for which figures are not shown ahove.
3 Pre-war average multiplied by index of prices pald by farmers.

We have now offered the sugar beet eoi;le, in the amendment
under consideration and as described in the President’s message, an
extraordinarily good proposition, a better proposition than has been
offered to any other agricultural commodity. It is a proposition so
good that it would seem to me that any Mountain States Senator or
Congressman, going home, would have something really to talk
about. It may be that there should be certain clarifications written
into the amendment, but let me indicate how good, in principle, this
amendment is, and the explanations contained in the President’s
message.

Senator Georgr. Is it necessary, Mr, Secretary, to give substantial-
ly the same benefits to the cane sugar as it is to the beet sugar? That
is, 20 percent, as you indicate?

Seccretary WaLLACE. 1 do not believe it is quite that, but I would
rather consult with our technicians upon that.

Senator Grorge. Well, Mr., Secretary, let me ask you this: In the
event that cane and beet sugar are brought within the terms of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as basic commodities, and a proc-
essing tax is levied, I believe it is the view of the Department that
the processing tax must also be made applicable to the floor stocks.
My recollection is that that was the view that prevailed at the time
of the levying of the processing tax on cotton., In view of the large
importations, and the new production, is it not worth while to think
of a provision in this bill that the Secretary at least would have the
discretion not to levy a floor tax on stocks on hand?

Secretary WarLrLace. Well, that is a thing which should be gone
into with very great care. Another method of handling it would be
to start the processing tax at a low point and then step it up. That
has been used in the case of some commodities, but I would not care
to express an offhand opinion on that.

Senator Georoe. I am suggesting it to you, because of the large
importations it would seem to me to be wholly unnecessary, and
would avoid the tremendous work of ever collecting the processing
tax on stocks in hand.

Secretary Warnace. Yes, It is obviously a matter which should
be looked into.
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Senator Georce. And obviously, if the floor tax is made applicable
to stocks on hand, there would be no way to except, as the President
in his message indicated, the consumer from that increased tax, or
at least the processors who have these stocks on hand for various
purposes.

Secretary WaLrace. If I may return to the thought of how good
this proposition is for the domestic producers——

Senator Couzens. Before you enter into that, Mr. Secretary, may
I ask, broadly speaking, if this bill is intended to freeze the domestic
sugar industry ¢

ecretary WaLLace. I wonder, Senator, if I could come back to
that, after making this point?

Senator Couzens. Yes; if it is more convenient, I will wait.

Secretary WaLrace. Yes. I will be only too happy to answer, if
you will allow me to make this point.

Senator Couzens, Yes; all right,

Secretary Warrace. The domestic beet people are given a quota
in the President’s message, which is about the average production o:
the past 3 years, including this year, which is a period of higher pro-
duction of beet sugar than has obtained in any other 3-year period
on record, a very favorable quota, indeed, 1,450,000 tons.

Senator Couzens. That is net tons?

Senator Gore, How much?

Senator CostIcan. 1,450,000 short tons.

Secretary Wavrrace, If 1 may read the figures, year by year, since
1925, it is 1,063,000 tons, 1,046,000 tons, 935,000 tons, 1,243,000 tons,
1,026,000 tons, 1,140,000 tons; and, beginning in 1931, 1,343,000 tons;
1982, 1,318,000 tons; 1933, 1,366,000 tons. This is consumption for
calendar years, by the way, and 1933 crop was 1,700,000 tons.

TasLE 2.—Quantity of raw cane sugar (or its equivalent) from each crop source
used in supplying domestio consumption in the United States during years

1924-33, inclusive
[In short tons, raw basis]

Grown in contin-
ental United | Grown in United States insular areas | Grown in ‘l"“’l‘m
Stal countries
Total, all
Period s:&?&s Al
Philip- other
Puerto . Virgin

Beet Cane Hawall ine Cuba | foreign

Rico Ioangs | Istands bt

tries

CALENDAR YEARS
6, 316, 000 1.306.000! 315,000 791,000] 989, 6500 1,241,000, 4,500 1,601,000 8,000
6, 248, 500 1,318,5()0E 160,000 010, 500| 1,024,000 1,042,0001 4,800 1,762,500 20,500
6, 561, 1,343,000, 206,000 748,500| 967,000, 8150000 2,000, » 440, 000] 40,000
6,710,500 1,140,500, 197,600 780,000] 806,000 804,500, 6,000, 2,945, 500] 30,500
6, 964, 1,026,500 180,000! 400,000 ©28,5001 724,500, 4,000 3,613,000] 17,500
6,642, 600! 1,243,000 138,500, 608,500] 819,000 570,500 11,000 3,125,000 35,000
6, 348, 935,000] 46,600, 578,000 762,000 521,000 6,500, 3,491,000 6,500
0, 706, ,046,000f 84,000, 651,000| 740,800 375,000 6,000; 3,044,500 47,500
.| 6,603,000 1,003,500, 149,500; 003,500 763,000; 486,000/ 10,000 3,486,000: 40,

5,817,600 892,500f 98,000, 409,500 608,500] 318,000 2,500i- 3, 38-!,500! 104, 000

Senator Gore. Is that in 1934 ¢

Secretary WarLace. And this 1,450,000 tons is about the average
of 1,325,000, 1,372,000, and 1,700,000,

Senator Gore. What is the 1,700,000¢
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Secretary Warrace. This past year’s crop—1983.

Senator Cosriean. To be accurate, 1,756,000,

Secretary WavLrace. 1,756,000, .

Senator Gore. Thank you for that explanation. How do you
account for that sudden rise? . )

Secretary WaLrace. Favorable weather in certain States, but, in
the main, general acreage expansion in others, sir. ) .

Senator Gore, Weather conditions and not economic conditions?

Senator King. Possibly it was due to greater saccharine content,
wasn’t it, largely ¢ .

Secretary WaLrace. Only in small measure was the higher per-
centage of sucrose recovered in 1932 and 1983 a contributing factor.
Weather conditions are responsible only for that small contribution
to the expanded production.

Senator Kina, Yes; I think so.

Secretary Warrace. Causing, however, only a small increase in
sugar percentage. -

enator Gore. That is beet and cane?

Secretary Warrace. No. This is beet only.

i Senator Gore. Oh, I beg your pardon. Now, the cane is about
how much—200,000 or 250,000

Secretary WaLrace. If you care to have me do so, I will read
them over for the same years.

Senator Gore. I wish you would; yes.

.- Secretary Warrace, Louisiana and Florida together, beginning
in- 1925, 160,000, 84,000, 46,000, 139,000, 189,000, 198,000, 206,000,
160,000, and 315,000 for the last year.

- Senator Gore, What year—1938%

Secretary Warrace. 1933,

Senator Gore. On what account is that—the good weather in
that section of the countri:?

Secretary Warrace. There is another factor at work there. The
mosaic disease almost exterminated the Louisiana cane industry some
years back. The Department of Agriculture set to work to discover
a disease-resisting variety or varieties and were singularly suc-
cessftt;l in the enterprise, and Louisiana is now ready to expand very
greatly.

Senator Gore. There is no way we could propagate that mosaic
disease down there, is there?

Secretary Warrace. I do not think anyone in the Government
seriously has in mind causing inefficiency.

Senator Gore. Causing what?

Secretary Warrace. Causing inefficiency.

Senator Gore: Oh!

Secretary WarLace. No one.

. Senator Gore. Do you not think that would be a normal saving
in the number of tons of sugar raised in Louisiana, for that mat-
ter? I mean hasn’t it been the most expensive parasite that ever
fastened itself to the economic structure of this country? You need
not answer that unless you would like to.

Secretary Warrace. We will allow you to go on record, Senator.

Senator Gore. I am on record. I appreciate your shyness,
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Secretary WarLrace. I am willing to answer that in very great
detail—more detail than the Senators would have the patience to
listen to.

Senator Gore. We will come back to that. Now, I want to ask
you, how many acres are devoted to cane production in this country$

Secretary WaLrace. Do you have that there, Mr. Bean?

Mr. Bean. In the season 1931-32, the last for which I have the
record, there were harvested 140,000 acres.

Senator Gore. One hundred and forty thousand acres?

My, Bean, That is the largest acreage on record.

Senator Gore. At $100 an acre, that would be $14,000,000.

Secretary WaLrLace. If I may be allowed to return again to the
singularly favorable proposition which is being offered to the sugar
producers of the United States, they are being allowed quotas, based
on an experience, materially above that of the past 10 years, singu-
larly favorable quotas. I am referring to the quotas as given in the
President’s message.

Senator CosticaN. Pardon e, Mr. Scoretary, but were those
quotas mentioned in the President’s message illustrative or final, from
the viewpoint of the Department?

Secretary Warrace. The bill, as drawn, leaves some leeway and
option, and I think that is a matter which should be cleared up by
the Congress, so that there can be no confusion of mind about that.
In deciding the quotas definitely, I think it is exceedingly important,
however, that you give a very real hearing to the State Department,
the War Department, perhaps the Tariff Commission, so that you
get a completely well-rounded viewpoint, before you determine just
what the quota should be. I think you are probably in the best de-
fensive position, if you will take a definite 3-year period, and stay
by it, and if that last 8-year period is taken, it is singularly favorable
to the domestic sugar producers.

Senator Kixg. May I make one observation? Have you taken into
account, Mr. Secretary, in recommending this quota, the fact that
we haven’t guite yet accepted Mrs, Sanger’s view, and there is a

reat deal of fecundity in the United States, and we are increasing
argely our population?

ecretary 'WaLrace. May I be allowed to proceed with this
thought? I am still struggling to get it expressed, and then I will
be only too glad to follow with Senator Couzens’ and yours. Not
only are we giving a singularly favorable quota to the domestic
producers, but we also are offering them a complete parity price
which is something that we have been unable to do, despite our de-
sire, for the other basic commodities. I would like to call attention
to the position of these other basic commodities, on which we are
operating. I was only able to get our people at work on the figures
this morning and haven’t got them in complete detail. With re-
spect to cotton, in the year 1930, the producers actually received
$659,000,000, and if they had had a parity price, they would have
received about $1,250,000,000.

Senator Gore. That is 1930¢

Secretary Warrace, 1980, In 1931, they actually received $401,-
000,000, If they had received parity price, they would have re-
ceived $1,316,000,000.

42881—84——2
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Senator Kine. Parity with respect to other a%ricultural com-
modities, or with respect to a given number of years

Secretary Warrack, No; parity as defined in the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, which means purchasing power for those things
which farmers buy. In other words, for the farmers of the cotton
South to have bought their customary quantity of goods from the
North and the other regions, they should have had $1,316,000,000,
instead of $491,000,000, in the year 1981.

In 1932 the cotton producers received $372,000,000, compared with
a parity value of $865,000,000,

In 1938 they actually received in cash $618,000,000 and in addition
benefit payments of about $160,000,000. Have you the parity on
that, Mr. Bean, 1933¢

Mr. Beaw. $889,000,000.

Secretary WaLLace. The parity value is substantiall{ greater.

Senator Gore. And that takes into account the decline in é)rice
of the things they purchased, as well as the decline in receipts

Secretary WaLrace. Yes. With respect to corn, in 1930, the
value of production at prices farmers actually received was $1,224,-
000,000, The parity value would have been $1,903,000,000. In 1931
the actual value was $929,000,000. The parity value would have
been over $2,000,000,000.

For 1932 the actual value was $559,000,000. The parity value
would have been nearly four times as great—$1,997,000,000,

For 1933 the actual value was $917,000,000, This is based on the
December 1 values, Parity price would have been $1,631,000,000.

In the case of wheat the value of production in 1930 was $575,-
000,000. Parity value would have been $1,092,000,000.

For 1931 the actual value was $418,000,000. Parity value would
have been $1,022,000,000.

For 1932 the actual value was $238,000,000. Parity value would
have been $704,000,000.

For 1933 the actual value was $358,000,000. Parity value would
have been $508,000,000.

In the case of hogs they received $944,000,000 in 1931,

. Senator Gore. You do not have that for 1930, Mr. Secretary?
I noticed the others started with 1930.

Secretary Warace. Mr, Bean has iu here a figure which he says
is ¢ about the same.”

" Mr. Bean. I mean the parity value would have been about the
same,

Secretary WaLuace. In 1930 they received $1,381,000,000, and
parity value was about that.

In 1931 they received $944,000,000, and parity value would have
been $1,448,000,000.

In 1933 they received $580,000,000, and parity value would have
been about $1,302,000,000.
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TanLE 3.—Value of production and parity values of cotton, wheat, corn, and hogs

{In mittions of dollars}

1930 | 1931 1932 | 1933
Cotton:
Value of Production.......occuomioiieiraiiiiiriiiiicincieearnan. | 659 401 372 818
" P%tity Lo (1T PPN 1,247 | 1,318 865 889
eat:
Value of Production ... oo cecenmecarecrce icanncteniccmcrccacnacean 578 113 28 368
p Parlty value. .ccuuunoe e eeeadad] L0621 1,022 704 508
orn;
Value of Production. ceu.eeevmuceeienncineiiniireiiie e 1,224 029 569 018
‘ PArity valto. oo oo et 1,003 | 2,060 1,097 1,831
ogs:
aValue Of ProdUCtION. . cvon e e vce i mceeisiia i iaaaanas 1,331 044 540 580
B o TR R 1 (U 1,507 1,448 | 1,220 1,302

Now, it happens, because these products are on the export market,
that it is impossii)le, under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, to
give them at once, or in the near future, parity price for the entire
production, In the casq of these export products, the processing
tax is remitted on the exportable part, which cuts down the amount
to be divided among the domestic producers, which is especially
true in the case of cotton. For that reason, these great export crops,
as long as they are substantially on the export market, cannot re-
ceive parity, by the operation that we are using, until such time as
the acreage is cut down very greatly. We have asked producers
of these great export crops for substantial reductions—cotton for
this coming year, a reduction of nearly 40 percent; corn for this
coming year, 20 percent; hogs, 25 percent; wheat, 15 percent. Very
substantial reductions have been asked. They are not likely to get
parity price, although they have been benefited very greatly, al-
ready; but nevertheless they have not been offered and are not
likely to obtain a proposition as favorable, relative to their immedi-
ate past, or the average of the past 10 years, anywhere near as good
as is offered to the domestic sugar producers. To me, it is one of
the most astounding exhibitions I have ever seen.

Senator McApoo. Mr, Secretary, may I interrupt to ask you if
I got you right, about the reduction of acreage on cotton?

Senator CostraaN. Pardon me, Senator McAdoo, may I ask the
Secretary to what he referred, when he said, “It was one of the
most astounding exhibitions ” he had ever seen?

Secretary Warvace. It is one of the most astounding exhibitions
I have ever seen, that the real sugar producers of this country have
not been delighted with this plan; and I can only account for it on
the basis that they are not acquainted with the details of it, that
they haven’t been informed; that, on the contrary, certain interests,
who are not primarily interested in the sugar farmer, but who are
interested in other things, certain things—I would not care to em-
barrass those interests by naming them—have, by skillful use of
propaganda of one sort and another, misled the sugar farmers con-
cerning the very real benefit which tiley can obtain under this plan.
I again sympathize with the representatives of the sugar producers,
in their desire to have this thing set out in 2 more precise and a
more definite way, so that they will know just what they are get-
ting, and I think that is a duty of Congress and a duty of the
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Departiment of Agriculture, working in conjunction with the State
Department and the War Departinent, to work this thing out on a
broad basis, instead of having it approached on a continually piece-
meal basis, which makes for these irritations—good, %)erlm ps, for
political purposes, but not good from the standpoint of the Nation
as a whole. It seems to me that it is time for a truce between' these
warring interests,. We have problems of sufficient magnitude else-
where, so that we ought to deciare a truce on this sugar matter, and
keep it from being settled in this piecemeal way. We should give
assurances of stability on a reasonable basis, to our domestic pro-
ducers, so that sugar will be retived from this position. of being a
miserable political football.

Senator McApoo. Mr. Secretary, don’t you think that it would
be ?Wise to inform the committee as to who these propagandists
are

Senator Gore. Are we in executive session? If we are, I think
thgiy should be given.

he CramkyraN, We are not in executive session.

Senator Gore. I think, when we go into executive session, that

ought to go in, sir.
enator McApoo. Why not make it public?

Senator Gorr. I have no objection to making it public. The
Secretary seemed to wish to avoid giving embarrassment to anyone.

Senator Couzens. I think the Secretary is prepared to answer
my question,

Secretary Warrace. All right, I will do that.

Senator Mc.Avoo. May [ ask, Senator Couzens, before he does
that, if he will answer my question about these propagandists?

Secretary WarLrace, I think that it tends, Senator, to distract
from the main purpose of arriving at a consensus of constructive
opinion, to call peo;:le names.

Senator McApoo. Well, I wouldn’t call them names, but T would
like to know. You don’t want to denounce them, but it would in-
terest me very much, because I have been getting a great many
telegrams and letters about this subject, and I would like to know
what is back of it.

Secretary WarrLace. I would be glad to inform you, in private,
Senator. ~

Senator McApoo. All right, sir.

Senator CosticaN. Mr, Secretary, you refer, in part, I assume,
to the concern expressed by the growers in the sugar-beet States,
})articularly, following the report that the administration was in
avor of destroying the sugar industry in the United States. When
you speak of the discontent of the growers, of course, you recognize
that such a response is understandable? '

Secretary WarLrace. Oh, that kind of response is perfectly un-
derstandable, sir, and I would sympathize with them completely,
in making an outery to the limit, against a suggestion that their
means of livelihood be taken away from them.

Senator Kina. Mr. Secretary, isn’t it a fact that the opposition—
that is the only source of o;:lposition that I have heard of—no one
has alpﬁroached me in regard to the matter, and the only informa-

tion 1 have gotten is from the farmers themselves—the opposition
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comes from the fact that the theory or philosophy upon which the
basic agricultural commodities were placed into a certain category,
was that we had an exportable surplus, and the American beet
producers and the American can producers realize that we not onl
do not have an exportable surplus, but that the consumptive needs
of the American people are four times as great as the domestic pro-
duction, and they have resented efforts to compel a restriction in
production, so long as we have such a demand at home, to meet
the needs of the people? :

Secretary Warrace. I would much rather answer that question
coming from the Republican side than coming from you, Senator
‘King. Let us have é)enator Couzens ask it.

Senator Kina. I am asking it, as a statement of fact

The Cramman, Senator Couzens wants to ask a question.

Senator Couzens, I have started in, several times, but I have been
waiting for other Senators to stoz) long enough to let the Secretary
answer the question, because, so far as I am concerned, that is one
of the prominent issues.

Secretary Warvrace. Is this the question you wanted to ask? Shall
we call this a pooled question with yours?

Senator CouzeNs. glo. I would prefer to have my question an-
svered as nearly as gossible, yes or no,

The CrairmaN, What is your question?

Senator Warcorr. Let him repeat the question.

Senator Couzexs. The question was whether or not it was intended
léy :his bill to freeze the sugar production industry in the United

tates,

Secretary WaLLAce. Senator, I.do not care to answer a question of
that sort yes or no. If you want me to answer it in greater detail, I
will be glad to do so.

Senator Couzens, I will listen as long as you want to talk, if the
other Senators will put up with it.

The CnairMaN. Go ahead, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary Warrace. In the first place, the Agricultural Act is an
emergency act.

Senator C'ouvzens. This bill does not say anything about emergency.
There is no such indication in this bill,

Secretary Warvace. This bill could be carried out only under
the powers of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, which is an
emergency act.

Senator CostieaN. The bill consists of a series of amendinents to
the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

Secretary Warrace. I don’t think any of us, in times like these,
can afford to look on any quota arrangement as a completely freezing
arrangement, from the long-time point of view. Arrangements set-
ting quotas are necessarily to some extent experimental and subject
to review,

Senator Covzexs. I can understand that.

Secretary Warrace. The act itself is terminable at any time by
the President. It would be freezing, we will say, for the next year.

Senator Couzins. Well, I understand, but I am trying to get what
is in contemplation, because I have a suspicion, justified or not, that
it is contemplated to freeze the sugar industry, as a long-range pro-
gram, and, if I am in error, I would like to be corrected on it.
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Secretary Warrace. I haven’t heard & definite freezing suggested.
I have heard great longings for more stability than we have had in
the past. Mind yon, the great increase in sugar production in the
Philippines has caused. grave concern both to our domestic sugar
El'oducers, and to Cuba. Under the tariff of 2 cents a pound on

uban sugar the result has been to make it possible, in the Philippines,
where production costs are not greatly different from Cuba, to bring
about an extraordinary increase, and on that account there has been
a feeling, over large segmments of the sugar industry, that they should
be subjected to a freczing or stabilization in the near future, in order
that the terms of the competition might be more definitely defined.
When you tuis with the State Department, I think you will find
that they also feel that many of their problems are hooked up with
the Philippine situation,

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, in a general way, does this bill under-
take to administer the same treatment that is ul‘)plied to farm prod-
ucts of which we have exportable surpluses? That is, does it apply
the same remedy, to underproduction and to overproduction?

Secretary Warnrace. If I may answer your question and Senator
King’s, together, Senator King is worried about the domestic sugar
producers not having a right to expand as much as they please,

Senator Kixa, Well, T did not say “ as much as they please ”, but
expand; but I do think that they ought to have the right to expand
as much as they please, so long as we have such a limit to domestic
production, and omr consumptive demands are so great. .

Secretary WaLrace. Yes; and it scems to me your question is get-
ting around to the same point, Senator Gore.

Senator Gore. I can see the point in your reference to the Philip-
pines increasing production.

Secretary Warrace. With regard to that particular point, it is
indeed, Senator King, if I may be permitted to say so, a very, very
delicate point, so far as the great export crops are concerned, and
I am very fearful, speaking as a man interested in farmers, that
certain interests who want to divide the unity of the farmers, which
wo have now more than we have ever had before, are endeavoring to
split the western farmer from the southern farmer, the middle
western farmer from the southern farmer, and the unity of the
middle western and southern farmers from the mountain farmers,
and that is a thing which I am earnestly endeavoring to prevent.

Now, the questions which you raise might much more a;ipropri-
ately come from the Republicans than from the Democrats. To indi-
cate just what I mean, suppose there were an increase in domestic
sugar production, domestic sugar-beet production, we will say, to
2,000,000 tons: ‘of sugarcane production to, perhaps, 600,000 tons;
a decline in Cuban imports, we will say, to 500000 tons, or perhaps
even less than that: the result would be to destroy Cuba’s purchasing
wower for our export crops, In the case of lard, for instance, Cnba
s normally been our third greatest market for lard,

Senator Gore. It is also fourth or fifth for flour, isn’t it?

Secretary WarLace. It is also a very substantial market for flour,
In 1927, we exported $11,000,000 worth of lard to Cuba. In 1932,
we exported only a million dollars’ worth of lard to Cuba. Now,
this matter is one of very grave concern to the Corn Belt.
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TasLe 4—United States trade with Cuba

19

Total Lard exports Wheat-flour exports
Exports Imports Quantity Value Quantity Value
Pounds Barrels

$155, 000, 000 | $257, 000,000 | 80, 120, £10,%41,000 | 1,230,000 | $8, 802,000
128,000,000 | 203,000,000 [ 83, 606, , 318, 1,140,000 | 7,038,000

129,000,000 | 207,000,000 X , 714, 1, 264, 000 , 980,
94,000,000 | 122,000,000 | 64,996,000 7,210,000 | 1,088,000 | 6,231,000
47, 000, 000 90,000,000 | 44, 913,000 3, 920,000 924,000 3, 748,000
20,000,000 [ 88,000,000 | 22,008,000 1, 208, 000 770, 000 , 948, 000
, 000, £8, 000, 000 | 11,462,000 818, 000 746, 000 2,923, 000

TanLE 5.—United States: Value of merchandisc exported to Cuba, 1920-32

| Year ended Dec, 31---

Comiuodity or commodity group X
1920 030 | 1081 1932
1,000,000 | 1,000,000 | 1,000,000 | 1,000,000
dollar dollars dotlars dollars
Cotton, manufactured and semimanufactured.. ........ 12,9 9. 3 L8
Grains and preparations: :
Wheat flour..... 8.0 6.2 3.7 29
............. 2.7 1.0 ) .6
Lard, excluding neutral 9.7 .2 3.9 1.2
utomobiles and other vehicles wh 4.8 1.7 1.0
Paper manufactures. 2.4 1.9 11 1.0
Petroleum and products:
Gasoline, NAPhthA.eee oo uiaean i eiiiamiiiiaaan, 2.3 4.1 .6 .9
Petroleum, erude...aoeeovoveanaooionueanaens wevamce 1.4 1.0 .9 3
Gusand fuel ofl. .coueeneoonaae e 2.0 1.6 .8 2
Other. . .c.cocraueunnns 2.0 2.2 9 N
Leather and manufactures. 4,7 2.9 1.3 .8
Jute manufactures............. 1.3 K') .7 .8
Ohemicals, industrial and spoci L7 14 .9 .8
Machinery:
INAUSEEIA). e eeee e csccciercrrnceccnec e cvmaennas 81 2,7 1.4 7
Bloetrienl. oo e rccere i ieccrecreanaaea. 3.5 3.2 1.4 .6
Agrieulural. . c e e creeecaneana. 1.2 .6 .2 .1
ubber 8nd MANUIACIUTES.ce v ot coenenescmmanrernncnses 31 2.6 11 .97
Iron and steol:
Advanced manufactures. ...eemaenceceenoiniaannn.. 2,9 2.4 11 7
Steel-mill products. ... . 3.8 2.3 .9 .6
Semhmanufactured. . . 1.7 1.2 .8 .3
Coal, bituminous....... . 2.5 21 1.4 W
Wood:
Sawmill produets. . .c.oovoinnnaeiiaiaciicarnatans 2.7 1.4 .7 4
Manufetures...ooccaeeaeicnea. eeeseectenennans .5 1.2 .8 4
Maeat products:
|1 ) YR 21 2.0, 0 .3
Pickled POrK.c.. oo ccemieiecceeiaanaaan 1.7 141 .3 .2
Other._. . ocee.oo... 2.3 L2 .8 4
Glass and glass products L1 .7 .8 .3
Vegetables and Rropuratlons: '
Potatoes, whito L1 N .2 .2
thor, ...... 1.2 K3 4 .3
Fruits and nuts. L0 0 4 .2
Silk, manufactured.... L6 L2 .5 .2
Pigments, paints, and varnishes.. . 1.0 0! .3 .2
Vegetable oils, inedible........... ecaccaceceesenanns 1.0 NI 4 .1
Milk, condensed, evaporated, snd dried...c............ 2.3 1.2 .3 1
Fertilizers and fertilizer materials . . —..oooooonoooeone 1.0 N .1 .1
Co;lnpor and ManufaCtureS. ..o emcceeeeecanecanenaa- 1.7 s 5 .2 .1
* Other commodities... .. .cooooooiiiiiinaa.. femmaaan 9.6 15.1: a3 4.9
4 N 1171 SN 125.3 9.9 ' 46.2 2.4

Foreign Agricultural S8srvice, Compiled from Foreign Commerce and Navigation of the United States.

In the case of wheat flour, in 1927, we exported $8,700,000 worth to
Cuba. In 1932 we exported a little less than $3,000,000 worth to

Cuba. In the case of automobiles, we exported $

8,000,000, in 1929,

and last year, $1,000,000. The total trade with Cuba has been seri-
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ously cut down. In 1927, our exports to Cuba was $155,000,000,
and this last year it was only $25,000,000.

Now, the point I am making is this, that if, by means of a tariff,
and what substantially is a bounty, combined, the domestic sugar
producers are allowed to increase their product beyond the imme-
diate past, that increase will be at the expense of our efficient pro-
ducers, whether they are farmers or whether they are manufacturers;
and for my part, 1 will say that Ogden Mills is a better Democrat
than you folks.

Senator Gore. Hear, hear. I agree with you.

Secretary Warnnace, I will hold with Ogden Mills, that it is a
mistake to go beyond a certain point in sacrificing the efficient ele-
ments of our agriculture and our industry. to the inefficient ele-
ments. Now, in carrving out a policy of that sort, it is important
not to carry it out to the immediate logical end; not to the imme-
diate logical end, but to have in mind the human values involved,
and certain other values that may be involved.

I have said on various occasions that I thought it a mistake to ex-
pand our ineflicient industries, but that in any devices, of whatever
nature, it is important to consider the sympathetic handling of those
inefficient industries. It may be necessary to take into account cer-
tain social conditions. What we are proposing, so far as the beet-
sugar farmers are concerned here, is substantially to stabilize them,
but not to allow them to take away the export markets of our effi-
cient agriculture and our eflicient industry; and that is the reason
this is being offered.

Senator Gore. Let me say, with the utmost respect, that at last
you are talking sense.

Secretary Warrace. I beg your pardon?

Senator Gore. Let me say, with the utmost respect, that at last
you are talking sense.

Senator Hasrines, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the Secre-
tary a question.

The CHammaN. Senator Hast.in(;s.

Senator Hasrings., If you could do it without injuring the beet-
sugar industry of this country, wouldn’t you say that it was to the
best interests of the country as a whole to entirely wipe out the
industry in this country-—speaking now, as you have been speaking,
of the interest of the whole country? Isn’t it your judgment that
it would be to the best interests to wipe out all of the beet-sugar
industry of this Nation?

Secretary Warnack. If we were starting over again, Senator, clear
back in the early days of the Republic, and were approaching the
problem from thie standpoint of Aléxander Hamilton and Henry
Clay, and if at that time we had had infinite vision concerning the
future, we would, from the standpoint of Alexander Hamilton and
Henry Clay, have refused to start the beet-sugar industry; but, being
faced with the inunediate social situation——

Senator HasriNgs. Then, may I follow that up?

Senator Kixe. Let him finish the sentence.

Senn?tor Hasrines. Pardon me. Hadn’t you finished, Mr. Sec-
retary

Secretary WaLrace. I was going to say, from the standpoint of
the immediate social situation, we have an industry which has be-



SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES 21

come the backbone of the Mountain States. That is, of certain of
the Mountain States. I have forgotten just how many farmers.
We will say 60,000 farmers depend on this industry. Do you hap-
pen to remember the number, Mr, Bean?

Senator Kina. I think it is considerably more than that.

Secretary WarLrace. Do you know, Senator Costigan, the exact
number ¢

Senator Cosrican. The figures have been ﬁiven as approximately
that, but directly and indirectly the people dependent on the sugar
industry are much larger in number—many hundreds of thonsands.

Secretary Warrace. Yes. The industry does represent a very
vital part of the Mountain States’ economy. Now, that is a fact
that you have to recognize.

TABLE G.-~-Number of farms ith aorcage in sugar bects and all acreage
harvested

{Data from fifteenth Census of Agriculture, 1030}

Totat | Numberof} my 0 oropn
State number of ‘%‘;,‘:.‘3,{"' land har- s‘i‘f‘}ﬁ? e it“s
farms |, DOV bogis!  vested 8
Acres Acres
219, 206 1,883 10, 115, 052 17, 693
169,372 5,648 , 738, 221 43,683
181, 767 1,183 4, 618, 334 6,406
185, 256 1,612 18, 446, 308 33,176
214,928 468 22, 275, 868 13, 594
77,076 289 21, 254, 400 8, 249
outh Dakota.. 83, 157 356 17, 856, 178 11,333
Nebraska. . . ), 2,167 21,399, 340 83, 926
Kansss..... . 152 24, 308, 301 6, 140
Montana. 1,451 7,840,979 34,916
daho..... . 4,110 3, 150, 007 47,814
W YOI e e s cecaicsecacaacanccacanameanconas 1, 266 2,007, 7561 44, 363
Jolorado. ... ..... . 8,368 6, 750, 308 200, 835
Utah..._... . 5,245 1, 159,890 40, 104
Calffornia.... 352 ¢, 649, 807 39,844
Other States. . .. (1311 0 (RN 4,73
Total, United States. ..ooveenn.ceanannns ceeman 6, 248, 448 36,1566 | 359, 242,001 643,797

The total acreage in sugar cane fn the United States produced for sugar amounted to 195,223 acres, on 8.717
farms, accordln% to the 1930 census,

According to the ahove census figures, the number of farms fnot farmers) engaged in the production of
sugar boets and cane (for sugar production) constitutes but .56 of 1 percent of the total number of farms and
but .3 of 1 percent of the total harvested crop land in the United States,

Senator Hasrixags, Then I would like to know whether it is your
thought, following out the suggestion made by Senator Couzens,
being reasonably sure that if vou were doing this whole job of
building the country over, that you would have eliminated the beet-
sugar industry entirely. whether or not this is the beginning of a
gradual elimination of that industry, so that we may ultimately
get to a point where the whole people will benefit by an entire
elimination?

Secretary Warrack, It would seem to me, in view of the fact that
the industry is established, that it is much sounder from every point
of view to go ahead with the status quo, so that you avoid causing
those very grave human damages which are done by sudden jerks,
I may say, Senator, that I feel that way with regard to the entire
tariff policy, that if we should, as a nation, eventually decide for
materially lower tariffs, that in that case our plan would have to
do with the protected phases of industry and of such agricultural



22  SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES
commodities as sugar beets, and that we should give the same con-
cern . to taking care of such ineflicient industries in case there is a
changed tariff policy, as we are now giving to taking care of agri-
culture, beenuse of the way in which it has been victimized by the
tariff policy. I refer to the great agricultural export crops. I think
that in any ease common sense should be used.

Senator Hasrines, Are you quite sure that the beet industry
would not be very much better off if you let it alone, instead of
messing it up with this kind of legislation?

Secretary Warnace, This proposes to give the domestic sugar
producers a benefit payment in consideration for their refusing to
expand their production bevond the quota; and T think that that
gives them a sure thing. It is the surest thing that has been offered
to any agricultural product, and, so far as I know, to any industry.
It gives them a special preferrved position. Of course, it may be
unwise to give anybody a special preferred position. but that is
what we are proposing to do.

Senator Cox~Narny. Mr. Secretary, may T ask a question?

The Cuamrman, Senator Connally.

Senator CoxNarrLy. The theory of all protection, whether of sugar
or any other domestic product, is to help the producer. We talk
about the tax. but the propoesition is to do something in order to
protect him from outside competition.

Senator Cosrigan. That is the theory.

Senator Conxarry. That is the theory. Now, in connection with
nearly every other agricultural commodity, we are holding produc-
tion down—cotton, wheat, and hogs. Now, in harmony with
that theory, and at the same time trying to help the domestic
agriculturalists. wouldn’t it be better for the whole country to
limit and hold down the domestic sugar production, and lower the
tariff, which would help the domestic consumer, and pay the do-
mestic producers a bounty. provided they would not go ahead and
try to expand? Wouldn't that save money? Wonldn'’t the con-
sumers save money?  Wouldn't the Treasury be better off, even
if it did pay the bounty, and wouldn’t the sugar producer be better
off, and not try to overexpund. and keep what he has got, and get
more ‘for his sngar through the bounty, than he has ever gotten
before? :

Secretary Warrace., For yvears T have held with Senator Costigan
that the bounty is the proper approach, becaunse of the way in which
the tariff adds to the consumer’s bill for sugar, The tariff adds
very materially-—oh, more than $150,000,000 a year to the consumer’s
bill for sugar, and it gives the domestic producer of sugar a benefit of
only about $30.600,000,

Senator Crarx. About 60, jsn't it?

Senator Cosrrcan, Sixty is the fignre mentioned in the President’s
message,

Seeretary WarLnace. No, no; that is the total value,  "The benefit, as
I vemember it, because of the tariff, has usually been about $30,000,000,

Senator Cosrican, Yes, I was referring to the other.

Senator Conyarny, Every time you raise the tariff, of course, ihe
consumer has got to pay it on all that is bought. The bulk of the
benefit of the tariff goes to the Philippines and to Puerto Rico and to -
the Virgin Islauds,
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Secretary Warnace. The bulk of it goes to the insular possessions.

Senator Conzarry. I figured that out when I was on the sugar
tariff here. I made a little speech over there and, as T remember it;
only one fifth of the added burden that the consumer pays because
of the tariff goes to the American sugar producer. It goes to the
Philippines, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, so we are paying
5 for every $1 that the domestic sugar man gets. Now, why wonldn’t
it be business sense and common sense to give to the domestic man,
if you want to help him, a straight-out bounty, and lower the tariff,
and at the same time save the money of the consumer?

Secretary Warpace, It sounds like eminently good sense to me.
The beet-sugar producers have expressed their fears to me concern-
ing a bounty because, sometime back in the nineties, a bounty was
given them and shortly thereafter was taken away from them. Tt
seems to me the present situation is not at all analogons to the situa-
tion that existed at that time,

Senator Coxxzarry. Well, i we put the bounty on now, in this
administration, they will have it a long time, beeause we are going to
stay in power.

Senator Gore, Mr., Secretary. T understood yvou to say a moment
ago that the total value of the domestic-sugar crop is abong
$60,000.000?

Secretary Warrace, Something like that, sir.

Senator Gore, And the computed benefit resulting from the tariff
to the consumers of sugar is about $30,000,6002

Seeretary Warnace. Ronghly estimated at that.

Senator (Gore. And the total expense to the American people, on
account of the tariff on imported sugar, is about $150,000,000 a vear?

Secretary Warrace. It is more than that,

Senator Gore. Now, it is a fact, Mr, Secretary, the sugar induastry
cannot exist in this country without some sort of tariff or protection
of some kind: isn’t that a fact?

Seeretary Warrace. I think the Tariff Commission has found that
it costs materially more to produce sugar here than it does in Cuba,

Senator Gore. Now, Mr. Secretary, reverting to your suggestion
about the status quo, there has got to be taken into account, now,
in the determination of vour future policy the fact that this is a
good deal like a dam having been built in a river. where it perhaps
ought never to have been built: people have been allowed to build
their homes below the dam, where they ought never to have been
allowed to build them: 2ud yet you would not blast the dam out,
all at once, and overwhelm the settlers?

Sceretary Wartace. Well, Senator, there is one thing to keep in
nmind, of course. It may be worth while to have some sugar grown
in this country. under different auspices than it ix grown in the
islands or in (‘uba, just for competitive purposes,

‘Senator Couzexs, Iso't there another consideration, that from
the standpoint of selfsuflicierey, we should have some sngar pro-
duced in the continental United States?

Secretary Warnace. By the way, Senator. I would like to suggost
to you, on this, that it has been found by the Department of Agri-
culture that rubber can be produced in the Ulnited States: that is we
can produce all the rubber we consume in the United States. at a
very materially higher cost than we now get it, and the inercased

“. o " . —
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cost, on a percentage basis, would be little more than the increased
cost of domestic sugar. I think it could be worked out. We could
have all our rubber produced inside the United States. Would
you advocate that? The Department of Agriculture would be only
too happy to go ahead. It enhances our prestige, you know; you
know ]EI)OW lmé)py our scientists are to enhance their prestige. The
thing can be done.

I think we can produce rubber in the United States at 30 cents
a pound, and eventually at less than that.

Senator Gore. We can produce bananas in Maine, for that matter.

Secretary WarLLace, Now, here is a case. Should we start it?

Senator Couzens. I think the Secretary has missed my point.
Rubber is not necessary for life or existence. I spoke about self-
sufficiency with respect to living. I was at the London Economic
Conference last summer, All the delegates I talked to, nearly
everyone had in mind, in some way or other, through bonuses or
subsidies or export bounties, or whatnot, that they should be pre-
pared at all times to feed their people. I don’t mean to infer by
that that they had all had intimations that there was going to be a
war, but back in the minds of all of us was the fact that they should
at all times be as nearly as possible able to feed their own people;
and in view of that fact, shonld not we have a very substantial pro-
duction of sugar in continental United States?

Secretary WarLace. 1 suppose you should confer with the War
Department on that, to discover to what extent the route to Cuba
and Puerto Rico can be defended.

Senator Couzens. I don’t need a jingoist to tell me that.

Senator Warcorr. Mr. Secretary, I would like to «develop your
attitude toward refined sugar. We know, pretty well, now, trom
vour recent statements, what your attitude is toward the beet sugar
industry, or the domestic sugar industry, the production end of it.
I think it is fair to develop what your attitude is toward the refiner,
because the refiner has been suffering a good deal, of late. Cuba has
been increasing its output of refined sugar enormously in the last
10 years, from something like 2,000 tons up to something like, I
think, a third of their output, now, is in refined sugar. Now, if
we are going to stick to a status quo, as represented by the 3-year
average, and freeze the domestic output of sugar, would vou not
be in favor of fixing some limitation on the export from Cuba of
refined sugar, so that we could protect the refiner heve?

Secretary Warrnace. The Agricultural Adjustment Act is not
concerned primarily with refiners, The object is to increase the in-
come from farm products, to fair exchange value, und I do not see
how we are concerned particularly, one way or the other. with the
seaboard refiner’s problem, in the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
except to see that no substantial injustice is done.

Senator Hasrings. But the Congress is.

Secretary Warrace. Yes, it seems to me that that is a point in
which the Congress would rightfully be interested.

Senator Warcorr. But doesn’t this, Mr. Secretary, give you a
power of life and death over an industry which I should think you
would admit was a processing industry ?

Secretary Warrace. Oh, yes. It is a processing industry.

Senator Warcorr. The refiner becomes a processor,
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Secretary WaLrace. But to what extent are we concerned, let us
say, under this bill, with the processing of Cuban sugar?

NSenator Warcorr. Well, would you be in favor of allowing un-
limited amounts of refined sugar to come in from Cuba, if youn
knew it would destroy an industry here?

Secretary Warrace. That is a matter on which I am not posted,
and with which I =, in the Agricultural Department, not primarily

concerned. Th» + a matter in which other branches of the
Government are .ch more concerned than the Department of
Agriculture.

Senator Warcorr. You are not interested in that end of it?

Secretary Warnace, It has nothing to do with thé income of the
sugar-beet farmer or the domestic cane farmer.

Senator CosticaN., You would, however, Mr. Secretary, include,
would you not, refined sugar, as well as raw sugar, under the quota?

Seeretary Warrnace, Would do what?

Senator Costican. You would, however, limit, under quota
restrictions, importations both of raw and of refined sugar?

Secretary Warrace. Oh, yes. They would both be converted into
the same common denominator.

Senator Costisan. They would both be converted ¢

Secretary WaLLAcE, Yes.

Senator Warcorr. Suppose that, having arrived at a quota for
raw sugar, you allowed all that raw sugar to come in as refined
sugar. Would you do that, or would you be willing to do that?

Secretary Warnace, That is not the concern of the Agriculturai
Department.

Senator Hasrtinas. Well, Mr, Sceretary, you are given specifie
authority to control the refiners in this country, just as you may
see fit, and to put them entively out of business if you eave to.
That anthority 1s given you, and the job of administering this Act
is vours. Then, you must be concerned, it seems to me, in how it
i to be done.

Seeretary Warrack, We can enter into agreements, and we can
license, We can do that——

Senator Hasvings. Welly then, you are asking Congress to give

you———-
" Sevretary Warnace. For the purpose of carrying out the objec-
tives of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. Insofar as I can see,
this matter that Senator Waleott refers to has nothing to do with the
objectives of the Agricultural Adjustment Act,

Senator Hasrings. Well, it seems to me if you are asking the
Congress to pass an act that affects agriculture, and your particular
department. principally, that you ought to have in mind the effect
that it is going to have on other industries in which the Congress
is just as much interested as it is in protecting the farmers.

Socretary Warnace. Necessarily, we do not want our operations
to do an injustice to any particular class, .

Senator Hasrtines. That is the point that Senator Walcott is
making. .

Sceretary Warpace. Yes. We do not want our operations to do
an injustice to any particular class, but I do not see that the Depart-
ment. of Agriculture, under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, is
concerned with this point which Senator Walcott brings up.
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Senator Warcorr. But, Mr. Secretary, don’t you admit that this
bill would give you power to fix a quota, for instance, on the imports
of refined sugar from Cuba?

Secretary WarLace. 1 think that is a fine legal point, and in my
own mind, I am very doubtful if it does give us the power.

Senator Warcorr. Then, if that is the case, and in view of your
attitude, would you just as soon see the bill amended, so it would
be definitely understood that you would not have that power?

Secretary WaLLack. Yes, yes; it seems to me that would be per-
fectly agreeable,

Senator Warcorr, You are agreeable to that?

Secretary Warrace, Yes, yes; indeed.

Senator Warcorr. Then would you agree to amending the bill,
as was suggested, I think, before the House committee, so that Cuba.
could not ship more than 15 percent of its raw sugar, as refined sugar,
to this country?

Secretary Warrace. That is a matter in which the Department of
Agriculture is not concerned.

Senator CoNNaLLY. Mr. Chairman, may T ask the Secretary, right
on that point, if you are through, Senator?

Senator Warcorr. I am through,

Senator ConNarLLy, Mr, Secretary, do you know that as a result of
the operation of the tariff act, the domestic refiner is really at a
disadvantage with the Cuban refiner. in other words, the domestic
sugar industry ¢ ‘Phe differential between raw and refined sugar,
in the tariff bill, is not sufficient to take care of the loss of the re-
finer, that he suffers by reason of the losing of the weight of the
sugar, in refining? In other words, the domestic refiner buys Cuban
raw sugar and refines it here, and it costs him 2 cents per hundred.
weight, doesn’t it?

Senator Warcorr. Two cents per hundredweight.

Senator CoxNarLy. It costs him 2 cents a hung redweiq‘ht, in order
to get that raw sugar refined, more than it costs the Cuban, even
though he pays the tariff, the full amount?

Secretary WaLrace. Yes,

Senator CoxNarny., Now, that differential puts the domestic re-
finer at a distinet disadvantage. He is penalized for doing business
in the United States, and he is offered every incentive to move his
plant to Cuba and refine it in Cuba, and then bring it over. Now,
we have a number of refining establishments over the United States.
and I don’t quite get you when you say, as the Administrator of
sugar, that you are not concerned with that vefiner. Now, he is a
citizen here, and he has got his property here, and while he is not
an agricultural producer, he (~ortain}y is engaged in the processing
of an agricultural product, and it is to the interests of the domestic
producer himself to have adequate refining facilities in the United
States,  Now, vou say this is not u tariff bill, and we cannot take
care of that differential, and give the refiner an added differential,
s0 as to protect him, but if you limit the percentage of «ugar that
comes in from Cuba, and say that he cannot introduce more than
350,000 tons, we will say, of refined sugar or he cannot introduce
more than 16 percent of his total importation of sugar of all kinds,
to'be refined, then you will give the domestic refiner an opportunity
to get his raw sugar and continue in business, but if you do not
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do something like that, you are going to kill the domestic refiner,
absolutely. I would like for you to think about that, because it is
quite vital, to a very substantial industry in the United States.

The CaairmaN. Well, Mr. Secretary, do you know what the con-
dition of the refiner is, now, whether they are in a very depleted
financial condition, or have you gone into that?

Secretary WaLrace. We have some men who have gone into that.
I do not have the figures in mind. I know that their business, from
the standpoint of physical volume, has gone down very iaterially.
So far us their financial statement is concerned, I understand that
it has not suffered in quite the same degree.

The CramMAN, Do you know whether or not the vefiners have
made application to the Tariff Commission for any increase in the
differential on sugar, refined sugar? A

Secretary WarLnace. No; I do not know exactly.

Senator Gore. Isn’t the difficulty therein, the decline of refining in
this country, due entirely to improved methods of refining in Cuba,
under which they now refined on the plantations?

Secretary WaLrace. I think, Senator, you should have some tech-
nical man discuss that. I have had two different viewpoints ex-
pressed to me, one that they have found greatly improve(t technical
methods of refining, and that the refining equipment in this country
is definitely out of date; and the other viewpoint that is expressed
is that really these new methods are not as good, in certain particu-
lars. What the truth is, I have no means of knowing.

Senator ConxarLy. Well, Mr. Secretary, there is no question about
putting it out in the refining ficld, that changes the processes; and
the only reason that Cuba is adopting the new methods is that she
is putting in new plants, additional plants, and that gives her an
advantage that she has over the domestic refiner. The domestic
refiner can put in a new system just as easily as the Cuban can,
S(i far as an old plant is concerned, but they are putting in new
rlants,

l Senator Gor. Isn't it a fact that by improving the methods they
have made the smaller plants much more efficient ?

Senator Groree. Mr, Secretary. I agree with you, this is primarily
a tarift proposition, that has more to de with other agencies of the
Government, and other departments, but it also is affected very much -
by the Agricultural Adjustment Act, because the necessity for a dif-
ferential is accentuated and greatly emphasized by the increased
wages and shorter hours, by virtue of the fact that cotton bags,
which the American refiner must use, bear a processing tax under
the Agricultural Administration Act, and the Cuban refinery is able
to get its cotton bags free of the cotton processing tax, being exempt
under the export provisions of the act.

Seeretary WaLLACE. Yes,

Senator Groree. Therefore, it seems to me that your Department
is somewhat interested in the matter, although the primary respon-
sibility rests upon other branches of the Government. It is very
largely a tariff matter, of course,

Secretary Warrace. T think that the decision on this particular
matter might well be left to Congress.

Senator McAbnoo. Mr, Secretary, may I ask you a question, apropos
of your statement a fow minutex ago, that you were not particularly

.
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interested in the refining side of the industry? Now,aren’t you very
vitally interested in that, for the reason that unless we have a refinin
industry in this country which is maintained on a basis that will
enable 1t to live, there will be no market for the sugar beets that are
grown in this country, or for the sugarcane?

Secretary Warrace. Let ns distingunish between the two types of
refiners, Senator. I was using the term “refiner ” in the narrower
sense.

Senator McAnoo. This competition of Cuban refined sugar is only
at seaboard points, and could not penetrate to the intermountain sec-
tions of the country, or reach the refiners, as indicated in the ques- .
tion of the chairman of the committee, when he was talking about
the immense profits some were making. They are outside the range
of the competition,

Senator Gore. If you will let me say in this connection, I know
people have been considering the possibility of loading cars of sugar
in Cuba and bringing the cars, the loaded cars on the boat, delivering
them at seaports on the Gulf, for distribution.

Senator (iroiGe. Very true, they can reach the interior; and yet
the point of competition is at the seaport, or nearly in the territory
of the seaboard refiner. It is not in the intermountain section.

Senator King. Mr. Secretary, you made a statement a few mo-
ments ago, which I think is very sound, and I would like to chal-
lenge attention to it again, perhaps for a little more emphasis, You
indicated that aside from the question of self-sufficiency, it would
be quite proper yor protective purposes. as against the possible com-
binations of the producers of sugar in foreign countries, that we
should have domestic production of sugar, and I invite your atten-
tion, in view of that statement, to the fact that quite recently Mr,
Chadburne, representing a large refinining interest in Cuba, sought
to obtain a world agreement as to the price of sugar. Now, it is con-
ceivable that an agreement might be effected throughout the world,
if the United States was not producing any sugar, and the price be
made so high as to be almost monopolistie, to the great disadvantage
of the domestic consumer, in view of the possibility and the proba-
bility, if there was no domestic competition. Would that not em-
phasize your statement that theré should be some domestic produc-
tion, not only for the needs of the people, but to prevent possible
foreign monopolistic control of the sugar market?

Secretary Warrace. Well, of course, you never know to what ex-
tent Cuba and the Philippines and Hawaii and Puerto Rico can get
together. The probabilities are, and it is my observation, that they
probably would not get together to enforce a monopoly, but there
1s an off chance that some monopolistic genius might arise, and on
that account it might be just as well to have a domestic sugar in-
dustry of about the present size, which could be expanded in case
ﬁf need. I think it is perhaps wise to have that technic available

ere.

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, wouldn’t Puerto Rico and Hawaii
protect us against any such tragic contingency as that? They are
under the Flag to stay.

Secretary Warrace. In all probability—you would think that
they could.
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Senator CoNNALLY. Mr. Secretary, you said a minute ago that the
uota as to refined sugar, and so on, ought to be left to Congress.
ould you have any objection to an amendment to this bill to pro-
vide that in fixing the quota for Cuba, it should be limited to a per-
centage of that quota that should be refined ¢

Secretary Warrace. I think it would be a spendid thing for Con-
gress to express its judgment on that point.

Se%nator ConnNaLLY. You would have no objection to that, would

ou
Y Secretary Warrace. No,

Senator Gore. What are our annual imports from Cuba? I forget.

Senator GEorgE. About 46.8 percent,

Senator Gore. Of the total?

Secretary WALLACE. You mean of the total sugar that is refined?

Senator George. Total consumption,

Senator Gore. Cuban export to the United States? What do we
import from Cuba annually?

Secretary Wavrrace. The average for the last 3 years was 1,944,000
tons, I think.

Senator McApoo. That is raw and refined, both?

Secretary WALLACE. Yes; that is raw and refined, both. I can
read the amounts %'ear by year, if you want, on the Cuban exports.

Senator Gore. I think it would be well to put it into the record.

5 5%305832113' WaLLace. 1923, about 38,500,000; 1926, 3,900,000; 1927,
,000. :
"Senator Gore. These are total production ¢

Secretary Warrace. Noj; this is the consumption of Cuban sugar
in the United States.

Senator Gore. As much as that?

Secretary Warrace. 1928, 3,140,000; 1929, 3,630,000; 1930, 2,960,
000; 1931, 2,450,000 1932, 1,771,000 1933, 1,608,000,

Senator Gore. You haven’t worked out the percentage of our total
coltis%mption that we produce here in the United States, continen-
tally

Secretary WALLACE. Oh, a little less than that. It is ordinarily
around 25 percent,

Senator CoxNarLLy. Mr. Secretary, have you got the figures on
wl&at dp?ercentage of that total sugar importation from Cuba was
vefine

Secretary Warrace. No, I haven’t; I am sorry to say.

Se?nator Connarry, Have you any way of getting that informa-
tion

Secretary WaLrace. Yes; we can get that,

Senator ConnNarry. I wonld like to know the average over a
period of years, as to the percentage of refined sugar.

Secretary Warrace. It has grown very rapidly under this last
tariff act, as you see.

The Cuairman. I thought, Senator Connally, before we finished
this hearing we ought to have a representative of the Tariff Com-
- mission down here on this proposition. Well, is there anything
clse, Mr, Secretary?

Secretary Warrace. Nothing else.

The Cismeman, Senator Costigan, have you a question?

42331—34——3
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Senator Costicax. Mr. Secretary, your an<wer to the question of
Senator McAdoo was interrupted, I believe. It referred to the lack
of interest of the Departiment of .\griculture in refiners. Were you
or were you not attempting to say that in your earlier replies you
had not intended to indicate n lack of interest in sugar beet or beet
sugar refiners?

Secretary WarLtace, Well, I was indicating that in the earlier dis-
cussion which I had had with Senator Walcott and Senator Hastings,
I was using the word “ refiner ” in its seaboard sense; that I was
not talking about refiners of domesticallK produced sugar,

Senator Crark. You say  seaboard ”, Mr. Secretary. You mean
refiners dealing mainly with imported sugar?

Secretary WALLACE. Yes,

Senator McApoo. We have refiners on the Pacific seaboard. Mr.
Secretary, because California is a very large beet sugar producing
region,

Secretary Warrace. Yes,

Senator McApoo. Now, if that refiner, because of adverse laws,
or because it was not, under this adjustment act, licensed on a basis
that would permit it to operate at a reasonable profit, the beet sugar
producer would be at a very great disadvantage, of course. In other
words, both those interests must be protected in order that the
producer shall get the benefits of this act, am I right about that?

Secretary Warnace. I am not sufficiently familiar with the meth-
ods of refining used on the Pacific Coast to say that.

Senator McApoo. We have heet sugar refiners, just as you have
cane sugar refiners,

The Cuairman. Senator McAdoo, you have some cane sugar pro-
ducers, too, haven’t you, on the Pacific coast?

Senator McApoo. Not of any consequence.

The CHaIRMAN. You have some cane sugar?

Senator McApoo. Very little,

The CuHamrMaN. Isn’t some of the sugar from Hawaii brougnt
over and refined in California?

Senator McApoo. Some of it is.

Senator Gore. But the method is so different, of refining heet
gar, that that question would not arise.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Vandenberg?

Senator Vanpensere, Mr, Chairman, I am not & member of the
committee, I appreciate your courtesy very much. I do not want
to go into the Secretary’s rather sinister implication that there is
some sort of subtle propaganda behind these agriculturalists in my
gsection of the country, but they are fighting for their lives, We will
deal with that on the floor of the Senate.

I would like to ask the Secretary two or three things, in the interest
of getting facts, so far as we can, I know his great candor, and
that is what I like about him. Under the President’s suggestion,
our reduction in beet production, let us say, roughly, would be 344,
000 tons, but under the bill, Mr. Secretary, it could be 600.000 or
l,OtO?0,000 tons, if that happened to ‘be your point of view, could it
no

Secretary Warrnace. I read off, earlier, Senator, the figures as
to beet-sugar production in the United States, and if I remember
the bill correctly it states that any 3-year period could be taken,

su
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from 1925 to 1933. As I look down on those figures, the smallest
quota that could be arrived at would be about 1,000,000 tons,

Senator VANDENBERG, You think you are limited under the terms
of tl;e bill to a cut not under 1,000,000 tons, in excess of 1,000,000
tons )

Secretary Warrace. Well, no, that—

Senator Vanpensere, Well, what I am getting at is, 2s a matter
of fact what happens is not governed by the President’s message,
but is governed Ey your decision after this law is passed?

Secretary Warrace, Yes, T must confess that for my own part,
speaking from an administrative point of view, it would be much
simpler, if the quotas were more definitely stated in the bill, and
that phraseology was used there, not with anything in mind of using
other than the last 3 years, in the case of sugar beets. It was to take
care of certain other adjustments, but it 1s evident that the needs
of the sugar-beet folks are not a(iequately taken care of. I mean,
their fears are not sufficiently allayed in the bill as written, and
it might be wise to leave that provision as it is, possibly modify it
somewhat, but to make a specific reservation in the case of sugar
beets, that the quota is this particularly 3-year period. That is the
1931-83 period, the last 3 years.

Senator Gore. Senator, would you permit me to ask a question,
right on that point?

Senator VANDENBERG, Yes. Go ahead. :

Senator Gore. It is your understanding, Mr. Secretary, that when
you fix a 3-year base period, that that is fixed finally, or is it a port-
able figure that you could shift or skid about, to and fro?

Secretary WarLrLace. I do not remember just how the bill reads.
I know, for my own part, that I would be delighted to have it fixed
as definitely as possible.

Senator Vanpensere. Well, in view of the inevitable duty which
is going to rest in you as administrator, it does seem to me funda-
mentalfv essential that we should be quite candid about the attitude
of the Department toward he sugar-beet industry. I find myself
particularly challenged by your own recent address, entitled “Aner-
ice. must choose ¥, from which I read the following two or three
sentences, speaking of refiner reductions in tariffs, you say:

This might seriously hurt certain industries and a few kinds of agricultural
business, such as sugar-beet growing, and flax growing, 'Then, I think we
ought to tix this fact. If we are going to lower tariffs, radieally, tiere may
have to he some deflnite plan whereby certain industries or businesses will
have to be retired.

Now, the inevitable implication is that you are thinking in terms
of retiring the sugar-beet industry. Is that an unfair construction
of your remarks? .

Secretary Warrace. Will you you tell me the page on which you
find that, sir?

Senator VaxveNBera. Page 18,

Secretary WavLnace, Senator, it is an unfair implication, for this
reason, that I am setting forth in this pamphlet, in a very logical
way, the ultimates of three different approaches.

Senator Vaxpenuera, Well, I don’t want to put an unfair con-
struction on your words,

o
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Secretary Warrace. The fact is, I am hoping that the American
people will contemplate what each of these three approaches jri-
volve; if they go completely free trade, the extent to which they
would have to submit to inconveniences of retiving certain irdus.
tries; if they go completely nationalistic, the inconveniences that
come from retiring large numbers of acres of agriculture. Whai I
am pleading for it that we discover some happy medium, some work-
able plan in between, on which we can all agree with some unanim-
ity of opinion,

Senator VanpenBera. Well, suppose you had your own way, would
you or would you not plan the ultimate, definite retirement of the
domestic sugar industry?

Secretary WaLvace. With the human sitnation as it is in the
Rocky Mountain States, speaking for myself personally, now, and
not for the administration, speaking for myself personally, I would
not retire it at any time in the next 10 years. If I were speaking
from a purely idealistic and logical point of view, if I were in the
gosition of an autocrat, working from the standpoint of a hun-

red-year period, I would begin gradually, and if I had a truly sat-
isfactory relationship with Cuba and those places where sugar can
be produced more efficiently, I would gradually shift over to possi-
bilities of producing the things which we could efficiently, here, send-
ing them to Cuba and getting in exchange therefor the goods which'.
they can produce. I would make that shift very, very gradually.
Now, that is speaking from an idealistic point of view, and the thing
wom:ild ﬁave to be done very gradually. These things must be done

radually. :
& Senato};‘ VanpoeNBere. When you speak of the inefficiency, and so
forth, of the domestic sugar industry, may I ask you how the price
of sugar which is paid by the American consumer in the United
States compares with the price of sugar around the world paid by
other consumers in other countries?

Secretary Warrace. As I understand it, the sugar in Europe is
generally higher than it is here, largely as a result of very extensive
subsidies which are used on practically a world-wide scale with
respect to sugar.

enator (Gore. The consumption taxes, too.

Senator VanpENBERG. Is our price, on the average, lower than in
most cases, our retail price?

Secretary Warrace. I really do not know, sir, as to that.

Senator VanpENBERG. Who is Mr. A. J. S. Weaver?

Secretary Warrace. He is head of our sugar section.

Senator VANDENBERG, How long has he been head of the section?

Secretary Warrace. Oh, I think since last October.

Senator VANDENBERG. As a matter of fact he is really the rice ex-
pert in the Department, is he not?

Secretary WaLrace. Yes. :

Senator VANDENBERG, Now, he has had no material experience
with sugar?

Secretary Waurace., That is true.

Senator VANDENBERG. You are familiar with Mr. Weaver’s testi-
mony before the House committee. Do you agree with his conclusion
that this is a scheme to give the sugar industry a shot in the arm
and slide it out of business?
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Secretary Warrace. No, sir. I may say, in all fairness to Mr.
Weaver, he happens to be a very intelligent and——

Senator VaxpeN:era, Candid?

Soeretary Wars. .« i3rainy man, but on that occasion he had
been vraveling all i un the airplane, and had been subjected——

Senator Vaxuexe Yo% mean he was still up in the air?

Seeretary Warvaor B fiac heen subjected to a considerable eross-
questioning, v+ ther “.pid ave, and possibly his ears were still dimmed
by the roar of the wiwiune motor, _

BSenator Vaxper oncc. Wely, vou will have to forgive our farmers
for thinking that, . ot koowing about Mr, Weaver’s difficulty of
hicaving, and naturai:y they fear that, much more than they do this
provagardy v bave been talking about. Did Professor Tugwell
test" fy hefore the ifouse committee that Mr. Weaver’s presentation
of the sibje:t v:as -abstantially correct?

Secrriary Wanrnace. I don’t know. I haven’t read Dy, Tugwell’s
testimony,

Senator Vaxpennere, If he did, you do not agree with him? If
he did. yon do not agree with him?

Senator Connarrny. I do not think that is quite a fair question.

Senator Vanpenpere. I just wanted to get the facts.

Senator CONNALLY, Weli, the hearing is over here. He said he
has not read it.

'Senator Vanbensere. Well, I am trying to find out who speaks
for the administration, for this is vital,

Senator ConNarLy. But I don’t think it is fair to proceed to ask
him something that he has not read, and make him say yes or no,
like a witness in a justice court.

Senator Vanxpenpere, Well, possibly so. We will pass that. You
speak of the sugar-beet industry, there, almost exclusively as a Rocky
Mountain industry. You said you could not understand why any
Rocky Mountain Congressman would not go home and feel that he
was taking something of value in respect to’thig plan; and you spoke
constantly of the 3-year average: i'afsﬁ,ﬁa‘ibasis;mg;@e allocation of
this quota. Isn’t it a fact that:the. beet-gager: mdustry is a very
primary agricultural line in:Michigan, Ohio, Indiana,and in several
other fields of the countryf : * - = L

Secretary WarLrace. More so in Michigan than i¢ is 4n ‘Ohio and
Indiana. Do you happen to have the figures as:to ‘the :number of

farmers in Michigan growing sugar beets? ..:..1v w1
Mr. Bean. No.: Proguction is'all: I have there. iy e
Secretary Wavrvaos. :Probably<you know, Senator; not in excess
of 1 farmer in 30'in:Michigan grows sugai begts. R e
Senator Vanpeneera. I think that is probably aight, but it: hap-
pens to be that'is about the only erop he hag hell any mobey out
;)f in the; lag: year or two, and he is a little nervous ovér what:might
lappen 0 1t ‘e, - STUENIEITE I DO VIR T ‘V._‘f"‘r:
Secretary Warnaoe. I wouldn’t .exactly call it a primary.line, in

the Corn Belt area. , L
Senator Vaxpeneggqg. This is the point I, want to get at, and I do
not mean to be controversial about this, My, Chaizman. . I am really
sincerely secking the informatiohi .Ag I ungderstand i, during the
last 3 years, 35 out of 36 sugq,ﬁbge,ﬁiq,ctories_ in the Rockv Mountain

territory operated, whereas in the Michigan, Ohio, and : v liana ter-
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ritory only 7 out of 22 operated, 1 of these 8 years, and only 14
another. In the Utah, Idaho, Washington field only 14 out of 17 op-
erated. In the face of those relative figures, would it be fair to
these other beet areas to use this 3-year average for the redivision
of the continental quota ?
. Secretary WarLace. May I get your question accurately? Are
you assuming that we are planning to divide the United States allot-
ment among the States, on the basis of the 3-year average?

Senator Vanbensere, I am asking what your purpose is. That
has been my assumption,

Secretary Warrace. Well, frankly, as I read the bill, that would
be left to the discretion of the Secretary, and it evidently would
be a mattexy of very real concern to your region, as to what would
be the fair way to handle it. I must confess I do not know, because
I am not sufficiently familiar with the past history of the Michigan.
Ohio-Indiana area. It would be my guess that you had gone out of
sugar beets quite recently, as a result of other crops being more
profitable, and that you had wanted to come in just recently, because
sugar beets had held up somewhat better in price than other crops.
But as to what the fair answer to that would be, I have no means
of knowing. I am not sufficiently familiar with the technical details,
and it would seem to me quite clearly within the province of your
duty as Senator from such an area, to confer with our sugar
people, to discover what would be a fair solution, and help us to
arrive at such a fair solution.

Senator VanpENBERG. Is there a large new reclamation project
or irrigation project coming in, in Wyoming, under the President’s
order, in respect to the P.W.A., which is contemplat~d as a beet-
producing area, some 66,000 acres?

Secretary Warrace. I do not know of any area that is con-
templated as a beet-producing area. I suppose you are referring to
the Casper-Alcova project?

Senator VANDENBERG, Yes.

Secretary Warrace. I think that they would, under this kind of
a provision, not be entitled to a sugar allotment, but that would be
a%ain up to the technicians to arrive at the fair thing. But in view
of the past history, it would seem to me that clearly they would not
be entitled to such an allotment.

Senator VANDENBERG., In other words, if we are going into sharp
restrictions, we certainly ought to restrict these irrigation and recla-
mation projects which contemplate increased production.

Secretary WarLLace. I agree with you completely, Senator, unless
there is also a corresponding reduction in submarginal lands,

Senator VanpeENBErG. I call your attention to a bulletin I saw at
the Department of the Interior, on February 7, last, the first sentence
reading as follows:

A new step forward on sugar-beet production may be taken as a result of
experiments being conducted by the Reclamation Service of the Department
of the Interior.

Now, that inst seems to be a step directly opposite from the direc-
tion in which you are going.

Secretary WarLrace. I think so, too, Senator, ' ,

Senator MoApoo. Senator Vandenberg, have you the figures show-
ing the beet-sugar production in California?
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Senator Vanoenperg. Oh, I think so.

S.nator MoApoo. Would you give it to me?

Senator VANDENBERG, Beet-sugar production in California, in bags,
v»;)as3 _533,227,000 in 1931 and 1932; 4,258,000 in 1932-33; 5,418,000 in
193 .

Senator Gore. How many pounds in a bag?

Senator VanpenBEre. One hundred.

Senator McApoo. How does that compare with the other States?
I do not happen to have the figures before me.

Senator VanpenBere. Taking a 1933-34 prospectus, that is about
a third of the Roc{gy Mountain production.

Senator Gore. You haven’t got that in terms of tons, have you,
Senator? I think in terms of tons of sugar.

Senator VANDENBERG. In terms of bags.

Secretary WaLLACE. We have it here. In 1932 Catifornia produced
1,280,000 tons.

Senator Gore. Oh, that couldn’t be. Could that be true?

Secretary WaLLacE. No; wait a minute. That is tons of beets.

Senator VANDENBERG. I suggest those figures might well be put
in the record officially, at your convenience, Mr. Secretary.

(The figures asked for are as follows:)

TAnLE 7.—~Produotion of beel and cane sugar in the continental United States,

9
T
» uCane I;reet Y " Cane Beet
‘ear sugar pro-| sugat pro- () Sugar pro-jsugar proe
duced duced duce’ﬁ uog’d

Shorttons| Short tons Short tons | Short tons
162, 000

1 Preliminary.

NoTE.~No annual official i
iana. Until recent years th
al)lore has been a marked incrgl

ns,

I
Michigan
Montgna. .




o

36 SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIO COMMODITIES

Senator VanpeNsera. I would just like to ask you one more ques-
tion: Can you tell me how much of the ownership or financial re-
sponsibility for Cuban sugar is held in the United States?

Secretary WaLrace. No; I do not have the figures. My observa-
tions are based largely on your own speech before the Scnate, that
the Chase National Bank and various other New York concerns own
perhaps half of the Cuban industry. )

Senator Vanpenpera. Well, if everything else has as good author-
ity as that, Mr. Secretary, you are all right. Thank you very much,
Mr, Chairman.

Senator CosrieaN, Mr. Secretary——

The CuairmaN, Senator Costigan. o

Senator CostieaN. There appears to me to be a very definite line
to be drawn between different portions of your testimony. In any
event, I hope that the record may be clear or the sub{ect. May I
ask whether there is anything in the administration bill now before
this committee which looks to the destruction or retirement of the
domestic-sugar industry, either in 10 gears or in a hundred years?

Secretary WarLace. Well, no; I had not thought there was, Sen-
ator, but the bill evidently needs perfecting, so that fears may be
allayed; and it would seem to me that it might be well, in view of
the intense interest in the sugar-beet States, to write in specifically
just what the quantity is.

Senator Cosrrgan, In other words, when you were referring to 10
years and a hundred years, respectively, is it fair for us to conclude
that you had reference to your personal convictions?

Secretary WaLrace. I wanted the committee to think that I was
speaking purely from a personal point of view.

Senator CostreAN. You cannot point to any part of the bill as
you think it might reasonably be passed by Czngress, which would
determine the large question as to what the future of the sugar
industry should be?

. Secretary Warrace. Well, I would doubt if either the administra-
tion or the Gongress could do such a thing at the present time. It
might be splendid if certain broad outlines could be determined by
the administration or by Congress, but I see no means of doing it.

. Senator CostreaN. So far as you know, the bill as drawn is de-
signéd to give relief to the beet growers, to stabilize the prices and
conditions of the sugar industry, and it does not in any respect look
to the destruction or elimination of the sugar industry?

Secretary WaLLace. That is a true statement, Senator.

Senator McApoo. But as a matter of fact, Mr. Secretary, this
Congress could not bind another Congress 10 years from now or 5
years from now, or a hundred years from now.

Secretary Warrace. I beg your pardon?

Senator McApoo. And those é]uestions will be dealt with as they
arise, of course, by succeedinF ongresses,

Senator VanpenBere. Well, Congress could at least bind the pres-
ent Secretary for the present session.

Senator McApoo, Precisely.

The Cramrman, Are there any other questions?

Senator Gore., Mr. Secretary, if you have the information, isn’t it
a historic fact that the sugar bounty granted by the McKinley Act
of 1890 offered smaller production and soon resulted in overproduc-

=
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tion, and in the short run, rather than in the long run, crippled and
embarrassed the sugar industry? \

Secretary Warrace. I am not sufficiently familiar with that period
to answer, Senator.

Senator Gore. I think that is the fact. Now, one other question,
Mr. Chairman., You began {our statement with the observation, at
least in effect, to the effect that sugar constituted a classic instance
which illustrated the effect of the effort on the part of the Govern-
ment to regulate, control, direct, and plan an industry. -

Secretary WALLACE. T was referring to the world situation on
sugar,

enator Gore, Yes; I understand.

Secretary Warrace. That all nations handled sugar in that man.
ner.,

Senator Gore. Yes; and you stated it resulted in chaos?

Secretary Warrace., Yes.

Senator Gore. Yau used the word “chaos.” I know that.

Secretary WavLLACE. Yes, .

Senator Gore. Now, like our sugar bounty, all those efforts on the

art of those various governments wereé, of course, instigated by the
Eest intentions, the intention to serve the sugar industry in their
countries, and in the world. That is a fair inference, isn’t it?

Secretary Warrace. Yes, sir.

Senator ConNarLy. Mr. Chairman, may I just ask one question,
and then I am through. '

The Crairman. Certainly.

Senator ConNarLy. Referring to the question raised by Senator
Costigan & moment ago, in regard to the Secretary’s testimony, I
think it is only fair to the Secretary to say that my under:tanding
of his testimony all along was that he was not in favor of destroying
the beet sugar industry, because of the growth out in the Mountain
States, particularly, and the large interests dependent upon it, but
what he did say was that he was favorable to the granting of a
bounty, and not to overstimulate the beet-sugar industry, on the basis
of a 8-year average, as set forth in this bill. In other words, you
don’t want to artificially, by reason of the bounty, build it to a
height that is not justified, to go on the basis of that 3-year average.
The Secretary is in favor, at least for the present, of preserving that
industry and giving them a larger return for their beets.

Secretary WarrLace. Parity price for their beets.

Senator ConnatLy. Parity price for their beets; and in order to
accomplish that, of course, he is in favor of an allocation or a limita-
tion of their production, based on certain standards of measurement,
and then, to allocate to various countries their quotas, and thereby
to more or less stabilize the sugar industry.

Secretary WaLtace. Which sugar-beet quota would be greater than
th%y have enjoyed at any timﬁ, with the exception of this past year.

Senator CoNNALLY. And they would get more money for their
sugar than they have gotten heretofore, in all %robability, by reason
of the stabilizing of the industry, and the stabilizing of their pro-
duction. I think it is fair to the Secretary to put that attitude into
the record here, because of the unjust imputations that have been
made, that this was some covert attack, to destroy the sugar industry
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I don’t think they are at all warranted, in the light of the Secretary’s
testimony, |,

Senator CostigaN. Mr. Secretary, are you prepared to say what
the pre-war Writy will be at this time in dollars and cents?

Secretary WaLLace. In dollars and cents? The present price is
about $5.32, and the g?,rity price is about $6.47.

Senator Costican. You are referring now to sugar beets?

Secretary WaLLace. Sugar beets, per ton; yes.

Senator Costiean. Per ton. )

Secretary Warrace. And the production of sugar beets, in tons,
this year is about 12,000,000 tons, ) .

Senator Gore. Now, on the point of price, I would like to make
this suggestion for the record. I was in Fort Collings—

Senator CosticaN, Just a second. The Secretary has not finished.

Senator Gore. Pardon me.

Secretary Warrace. Well, I suppose the total benefit to the beet
growers would be somewhere between $12,000,000 and $15,000,000,
but that is a very rough estimate,

Senator CosrieaN. Some estimates were recently made by the
Department of Agriculture, indicating that the probable average
price for beets in the United States this year would be about $5.20.

Secretary Warvace, I think it_has improved recently.

Senator CosticaN. Now, may I ask one other question, Senator
Gore, before you: proceed ¢

Senator Gore. Yes, sir.

Senator Cosrican. May I, in view of certain fears expressed on
the floor of the Senate the other day by the Senator from Michigan,
Mr. Vandenberg, ask you whether, 1f made an administrator of this
bill as provided by its terms, you would have in contemplation rul-
ings directed toward either the extermination or retirement of the
domestic sugar industry ¢

Secretary Warrack. If I had anything to do with it, there would
be no such rulings. I do think, however, in order that I may make
my position absolutely clear, that the sugar beet people should be
abundantly satisfied with the 1,450,000-ton quota.

The Cuamrman. Now, if that is all—

Senator Gore. One question. I just want to make a suggestion,
rather, in connection with this. -You were discussing a moment ago
the price of beets, and I want to make this suggestion to the Secre-
tary for the bgneﬁb of the consumers. I was in Fort Collins, Colo.,
once. There is a bee't-s%gar factory there, and they told me that
beet sugar produced in Fort Collins was shipped to Kansas City,
shipped back to Fort Collins, and sold as cheap as you could buy
sugar at the factory in Fort Collins. N ow, I think there is a point
that might somewhere figure in this scheme, designed to protect
the purchaser and the producer. Just introduce the consumer into
this scheme to some extent, and I wish gou would print in the record
the production of all sugar, State by State, in terms of tons.

The CHamMAN. Yes; I was going to suggest, Mr. Secretary, if
you will, that following your testimony you give us over a period of
many years back the sugar-beet production by States, as well as
sugarcane production, and it would be. very well, it seems to me, to

ve the importation from the various countries over a series of years,
if you please. v —
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Senator Warcorr. And by tons, so that it agrees with the other
foreign statistics, .

TaBLE O—Imports of sugar from Oube

[Short tons refined)

(Sl s Dathe oteea

% an as per-

Total con- | cent of Total oon: eenptetr;t

sumption| total sumption| total

 — o T W " pmen| el no

1080.2222I0000TTT0NL 20009,000 { 300,112 | 1001 (| 20387007000ITTTITE 1,600,000 | 499,000 1310
1 Preliminary.

The CuairmMaN, Yes, The committee thanks you very much, Mr.
Secretary.

Now, this hearing will go on again at 2: 80 this afternoon., There
are a great number of requests to be heard. We are trying to finish
these hearings before we take up, about Tuesday, the tax bill which
has recently passed the House. We will try to expedite matters
as much as possible. We must have the cooperation of those groups
that want to be heard, We suggest that these groups get together
and have one representative to present their matter and present it as
briefly as possible, so that the committee’s time will be saved and so
that these hearings can be closed. Now, who is it that wants to be
heard? I want the clerk to make a note of this. Give your names
and give us some information as to whom you represent, and try
to cooperate with us, because we are not going to hear Tom, Dick,
and harry here on this proposition, because we would be here for 6
months.

Mr. Crise. Mr. Chairman, the Domestic Sugarcane Refiners desire
to be heard. They will present one witness, Mr., Ellsworth Bunker,
who is vice {)resident of the National Sugar Co., of New York, who
hl?s been selected by all of the domestic cane refiners to present
their case.

The Cuairman. Thank you very much, Judge Crisp. If you will,
give that information to the clerk. :

Mr. Frep CummMings. May I say, Mr. Chairman, as a representa-
tive in Congress of the largest producing district in the United
States of beet sugar, that I would like to be heard briefly?

The CaairmaN. I think we ought to hear the Congressman.

Mr. CummiNgs. May I say this, that until the time I came to be
a Congressman I was president of the Colorado Beet Growers Asso-
ciation. I was president of the National Beet Growers Association,
and I think possibly I am the man that spread the propaganda,
that the Secretary referred to, all over the States. I made a cam-
gaign through Colorado, Nebraska, Utah, Idaho, and California and

think if the Secretary had been absolutely frank when you asked
him who spread that pro a%‘anda, he would have said, “ Cummings.”
I as} the opportunity to eard.

(Thereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the committee took a recess until
2 p.m. of the same day.)
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AFTFR RECESS

The hearing resumed at 2:80 p.m,

The CuairkmaN. The committee will come to order. Mr. Kearney,
representing the National Beet Growers’ Association. You have 30
minutes by the clock, Mr. Kearney.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES M. KEARNEY, MORRILL, NEBR., REP-
RESENTING THE NATIONAL BEET GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION

Senator WaLsn, Your association favors this bill?

Mr. Kearney, Yes, sir,

Senator Warss. You do not need half an hour, then, do you?

Mr. Kearney., With amendments, I should say, Senator.

The CramrMaN. Proceed, then. You have already appeared be-
fore the House committee, have you not?

Mr. Kearney. Yes, sir; I have.

The CHAIRMAN. Then T may say to everyone that those House

roceedings will be read by the committee, I hope, and will be taken
into consideration with these hearings we are now conducting.

Mr. Kearney. I am the president of the National Beet Growers’
Association, which is the national organization of the sugar-beet
farmers of the western plains of the Mountain States. It is a co-
operative group, composed of State and regional cooperative associa-
tions of sugar-béet growers in Colorado, Nebraska, South Dakota,
Wyoming, Montana, Utah, Idaho, and California. The membership
of the National Beet Growers’ Association represents more than 80
percent of the beet-sugar producinﬁ area of the United States. In
1933 more than 1,000,000 acres of the most fertile farm lands in the
United States were in sugar beets. Seventy-two thousand farmers
were engaged in the production of sulgar beets, and several hundred
thousand workers were employed in labor pertaining to this indus-
try. These farmers, together with their families, the field workers
and their families, and other laborers connected with the industry
probably comprise about a million people whose support and welfare
1s wholly or partially dependent upon the industry.

These figures take no account of the thousands of men to whom
the beet-sugar industry gives indirect employment in coal mines
limestone quarries, bag factories, cotton mills, and in railroad an
truck transportation. The help which the industry gives to trans-
port agencies is indicated by the fact that every acre grown to beets
provides $35 in revenue to carriers. And, by the way, that is all
spent in the United States.

We have been for many months trying to cooperate with our Gov-
ernment in the hope that plans might be worked out that would
enable our beet farmers to live and support their families, pay decent
living wages to laborers in our fields, and end forever the tragic loss
'of homes, foreclosures of farms, and the restricting and wreckin%
of banks and business establishments. We feel that a long step wil
have been taken in the right direction when a fair and equitable
plan is adopted and properly administered. If American beet farm-
ers and the laborers connected with the industry are to have their
purchasing power restored, the restoration must be achieved through
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a program which would have as one of its major premises the
allocation of the American market to the American farmer, )

The American beet farmer is asking for free access to the Ameri-
can market and a fair division of the proceeds accruing from the
beet-sugar industry. The proposal to limit and restrict the Ameri-
can farmer in the American market, so far as sugar beets are con-
cerned, is contrary to the intent of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
and the National Recovery Act, so far as this nonsurplus crop is
concerned. It would not be fair to permit legislation designed to
help the American farmer to be turned against him to restrict the
one and only major crop of which he does not now and never has
produced a surplus.

Our many thousands of beet farmers, together with their families
and dependents in a third of the States of the Union, must not be
told that the rights of remote tropical labor supersede the rights
of those who have pioneered and reclaimed the soil of our own
United States. Last August I stated in public hearings held by the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration that:

This would be a dangerous inmovation and precedent., I do not know of
any time before in the history of agriculture when the American farmer has
been faced with the proposal which would deny him free access to the
American market. Let there be no misunderstanding-—we believe some plan
for agreement is the only hope for decent sugar prices in the near future,
and we want a plan that will do the job; but we cannot subscribe to any
principle which would do violence to the farmers’ inalienable right to the
markets of the United States. We cannot take any other position,

I feel that was a fair statement of the attitude of not only the
beet farmers of the West, but from the news press of the country
and the hundreds of letters and messages which have been received
approving of that position, I am convinced it meets with the ap-
proval of the American farmers generally,

Since sugar beets are a nonsurplus crop, I realize that their treat-
ment under the Agricultural Adjustment Act brings up some prob-
lems which are perhaps unique.

Senator CosrtreaN. Does that mean that the organization which
you represent does or does not favor a quota restriction?

Mr. Kearney. We would distinctly favor it, Senator.

Senator CostieaN. You were coming to that?

Mr. Kearney, Yes, sir; while we do not believe that we should
be forced to restrict tine. production of a commodity for which there
is a tremendous potential market in the United States, we do not
feel that we should be penalized merely because sugar beets are a
nonsurplus crop. We distinctly hold to the opinion that the farmer
growing beets is entitled to share in any benefits of the new deal,
and that they are in every sense entitled to parity ]i)ayments. To
this extent, at least, it is desirable that sugar beets be made basic
commodities. We urge most vigorously that full parity payments
be made on the crop of beets in 1933, To accomplish this smrpose,
we recommend that an appropriation be set up sufficiently large to
cover the expense.

‘The beet growers in various conferences with responsible officers
of the Government have been led to believe that it was the intention
of the administration to make parity }l)ayments on 1938 beets. We

)

feel that we have been pledged that relief, and we confidently hope
to obtain it. - ,

.
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On February 8, 1934, President Roosevelt transmitted a message
to the Congress outlining a sugar program. In that statement he
suggested preliminary and temporary ?uotas for sugar, allocating
to continental beet farmers 1,450,000 short tons of sugar, and to
continental cane-sugar farmers 260,000 short tons of sugar. H.R
7907 was introduced and referred to this committee. How far
this proposed quota for beet sugar falls short of our needs is evi-
dent from a consideration of the actual production in 1933. I will
not read the tabulation, but I feel that it should go into the record.

Senator King, What was it in 1933%

. Mr. Kearney. I will give the total, The total is 1,756,229 short
ons.

Senator Crark. That was entirely the normal production?

Mr. Kearney. That was in excess of anything that we had ever
produced.

(The tabulation referred to by the witness is as follows:)

Short tons, Short tons,

raw value raw value
ColorAA oo e mae 426,154 | ODJO-- ae e 41, 000
Calfornin. o oo 289, 902 | Minnesots - .o ee 50, 457
MichigaN e e 182,135 | 1oWH oo e e 20,852
Utahe e 153,088 | WISCONSIN e mesee e coem 17, 826
TIdnho ... ——— 189,880 | Kangas e eeeme e 15, 886
Nebraske e e 138,605 | South Dakoti.ewe oo 14,553
Montang ... e ——— 132,218 | Indiana . oo e 10, 668
Wyoming ceeeeoceen - 111,498 | Washington - e ceeeee 6, 417

The total, as I said, is 1,756,229 short tons. The President’s sug-
gested quota, therefore, contemplates a drastic reduction of more
than 300,000 tons lelow that which was actually produced in 1933,
On the other hand, the United States’in the same year consumed
1,601,000 short tons of sugar from Cuba, and the quota suggested
in the President’s message is 1,944,000 short tons. It will be noted
that this arrangement allocates to Cuba an increase in excess of
800,000 tons, or the amount of the reduction of the sugar-beet
farmers’ quota. I can tell you quite frankly that it is difficult for
us to understand the philosophy that deprives us of our market of
this strictly nonsurplus crop and hands it over to foreign producers.

So far 1 have dealt only with an outright reduction of 300,000
tons, or about 17.5 percent, but, for the first year at least, the pro-
gram would in reality result in a much greater reduction. Statis-
tics collected from the industry show that up to February 1 of this
ﬂear only 390,000 tons of last season’s production had been mar-

eted, leaving a balance undelivered on that date of 1,366,000 tons.
This balance is only 84,000 tons less than the suggesi’:ed 12-month
quota for the industry of 1,450,000 tons. It therefore represents a
tonnage which on proportionate monthly basis of deliveries under
the restrictions suggested by the proposed quota, probably could
not be disturbed before about the 1st of January 1935. Or, to put
it another way, about 94 gercent of the liproposed quota for con-
tinental beet sugar was undistributed on February 1 last, although
4 months of the normal marketing period had elapsed.

Senator Kine. Let me see if I understand you. Do I understand
you to state that only 6 percent of this year’s or last year’s crop,
1933-34, has been consumed ?

Mr. Kearnzey, No.

Senator King. And 94 percent still on hand?
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Mr. Kearney. No, Senator. I did not say that. Here is what I
said. That up to February 1 of this year, 890,000 tons of the 1933
crop had been marketed. That left a balance of 1,366,000 tons on
hand. The President’s quota is 1,450,000 for 12 months, so that we
had 94 percent already on hand of the proposed quota.

Senator Kixg. Very well. )

Mr. Kearngy, Now, let us turn for a moment from the marketing
situation to the field and manufacturing operations. Harvesting
in California ordinarily starts in July or August, but in all the
other territories about the first of October, and with the opening of
these factories new sugar is immediately available. Therefore, under
the suggested plan there would be a substantial carry-over on Octo-
ber 1 of this year of sugar which was ﬁl(;oduced in the autumn of
1933. 'T'he result would very probably be that the industry would
not only have to reduce 1934 production to the proposed quota basis
but would have to make additional reductions sufficient in volume
to offset the volume of sugar undelivered at the commencement
of operations in October 1934, The practical effect of this would
be to decrease 1934 production, not only by the 17.6 percent below
_ that of the past season but by an additional amount that might

aggregate in total a reduction of 30 to 35 percent. So violent a
curtailment of domestic beet production would create an agricultural,
industrial, and financial disaster in many sections of the States
growing sugar beets. It would certainly create regional economic
dislocations and ultimately similar effects in the major centers.

The CuamrMan. That fear would be eliminated if the quota were
fixed definitely in the legislation ¢

Mr. Kearney. That, I think, would be a solution. That was
touched upon here this morning.

Senator Kine. And they could not go below the quota? They
would have to make it 2 minimum as well as a maximum; is that
right? That is to say, if the quota were fixed at the amount indi-
cated that would mean that there is no power in the Secretary of
Agriculture to go below that quota?

Mr. Kearney, That is correct.

The National Beet Growers’ Association strenuously opposes the
imposition of any restrictive quota on the sugar-beet farmer, and
most emphatically protests the apparent unfairness of the figures
contemplating reduction of 17.5 percent, less than he produced in
1933, while at the same time other producing areas are curtailed
less than half that percentage, and in the case of Cuba a very sub-
stantial increase would be given in excess of the amount of Caban
sugar consumed in the United States in 1983. Another significant
point is involved. The sugar é)roduced by the American farmer
must be marketed in the United States. Yet every tropical source
of supply ‘o which it is planned to give an allotment has the appor-
tunity to produce not only its quota but to produce in addition and
without restriction all the sugar it can sell in its local markets.
Moreover, the sugar which enters into local consumption in our in-
sular areas is fully protected by the same tariff that protects the
continental grower. In this very real sense continental production
is discriminated against in favor of decidedly liberal privileges and
treatment of insular producers.
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American sugar-beet farmers have pioneered- in the reclamation
and development of our great irrigated valleys in the West, the
have developed splendid communities with the advantages which
go with American standards of living, and in ?ood faith, have
developed what is probably the most perfectly balanced farm-and-
animal economy to be found in America. Sugar-bect farmers con-
tribute about one fourth of the Nation’s sugar requirements. Sugar
beets compete with none of the continental crops. Every acre of
beets is 1 acre less of cereals now produced too abundantly. To
restrict the growth of sugar beets would simply amount to penalizing -
American farmers for enormous expansion of sugar production out-
side the United States. The continental sugar producer has not
been a part to the overproduction that is demoralizing the sugar
markets of the United States, Sugar-beet areas in the United States
seldom carried production increases commensurate with the conti-
nental increases in consumption,

If there is any thought that the sugar-beet farmer countenances
violation of treaty engagirements with insular producers it should be
banished at once. In all history there has been nothing equal to
the generosity in the United States in her dealing with distressed

eople. Her magnanimity has been such as to redound to her injury.

very venture of this country to aid other peoples has proved a direct
sacrifice. Blood and treasure have been expended without any
thought of return. We have now come to the time when some are
demanding that the sugar farmers of the United States seriously
curtail their crop to make room for sugar from overseas peoples in
the Tropics, whom we generously assisted in their distress. The
sugar farmer of our Nation has been severely punished because of
the effects on sugar prices of excessive importations of overseas
sugar, and it is unreasonable to demand that he continue to suffer,
to the enrichment of others.

Under the terms of the bill introduced by Senator Costigan,
uotas may be determined in the case of Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the
hilippines, and Cuba by using averages of importations or market-

ings for any 8 years during the period 1925 to 1983, inclusive, and
in the case of continental beet a quota may be determined by using
production or marketing averages for any 3 years during the same
period. For areas producing oi marketing 250,000 tons or less,
which would cover continental cane production and the Virgin Is-
lands, the Secretary is given virtually unqualified discretion in the
determination of quotas.

Under the above formulas the quotas suggested in the President’s
message represent in the case of Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Philippine
Islands, continental beet and cane substantially the maximum quotas
which the Secretary of Agriculture could fix, The total estimated
consumption embcdied in the President’s message represents a fair
estimation for the current year. However, if in 1934 or in any suc-
ceeding year while this plan is in effect consumption should exceed
the 6,452,000 tons mentioned by the President, practically all of such
increase would necessarily and automatically, under the provisions
of the bill, go entirely to Cuba. As recentli' as 1929 the American
market consumed 6,964,000 short tons, raw value., If that figure were
reached again while House bill no. 7907 was in effect the provisions
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of the instrument would give Cuba practically all of the increased
consumption of 500,000 tons.

Senator King. Let me see if I understand you. As I understand
you, the consumption in the United States was 6,964,000 tons?

Mr, Kearngy, Correct. In 1929,

Senator King, And there has been a reduction in the consumption
of sugar in the United States of approximately 400,000 tons?

Mr. Kearngy, I think that figure is about correct.

Senator Kina, That is by reason, I presume, of this depression
through which we have passed?

Mr. Kzarney. I would think so.

Senator Kine. And if we have any revival in business and in
industry, and get out of this depression at all, then the consumptive
needs of the United States would be greater by far than the amount
estimated there by the President?

Mr. Kearney.-I am sure of that. .

Senator Kine. Have Kou any figures there, and if so, I wish you
would hand them to the Secretary so that we could have them
showing the increase in the consumption of sugar in the United
States during the fmst 20 years, year by year.

Mr. Kearngy. 1 obtained those figures from the Tariff Commis-
sion and have them in my room. I will be glad to give them to the
Secretary.

The CuammaN, The Secretary of Agriculture was to furnish
those following his statement this morning.

Senator Kine. I did not hear that part of his statement, so I did
not know what had been ordered.

Mr. Kparney, I have a brief compilation of the figures that I
thil(mlk would be interesting, which are right in point, that I will not
read.

The CrarMAN, You can put those in the record, or any others
that you want to go into the record.

Mr. Kearney., Thank you. .

(The witness submitted the following figures) :

Short lons, raw value

Loulsiana
Hawati Puerto | ppiiippines| Beot and
Rico P Florida
Average importations or production for 3
R | | QA Sow| Lme|  mes
Brosiaonts sugrostod QUOtIS.meeerrer| 935,000 | 821000 | 1,037,000 | 1455000 A0,

Mr. Kearney. It has been stated recently that the production of
beet sugar is a * necessarily expensive industry.” That conclusion
was reached by a calculation which estimated that the tariff costs
the American consumer $200,000,000 annually, and which implied
that the only value of the crop was the $60,000,000 paid to the
farmers for their beets.

This calculation is open to correction on two counts. First, it
implies that all benefits of the tariff are confined to continental

42831844
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United States; and, second, that the total and final value of the
beet-sugar production is no more than $60,000,000 a vear.

On the contrary, the 82,800,000 one-hundred-pound bags of beet
sugar produced last year had a gross value, at $4.50 a bag, of
$147,600,000. In addition to the sums paid to the farmers, millions
of dollars were expended in freight charges, in wages to the 33,000
employees in offices and factories, in payment for coal, limestone,
natural gas, cotton bags, and all the various materials and services
that are required in manufacturing. Louisiana and Florida pro-
duced 4,720,000 bags with a value of $21,230,000. Hawaii’s crop is
estimated at 19,252,000 bags with a value of $86.634,000, and Puerto
Rico’s at 18,320,000 bags, having a value of $82,440,000. The crop
of these areas, in other words, had a gross value of $337,904,000, or

more than five times the $60,000,000 previously inentioned.

" Moreover, I think it is beyond dispute that the preservation of
the continental sugar industry is the best, and perhaps the only,
protection of consumers against the exorbitant prices that have been
charged when overseas producers have complete control of our mar-
kets. That situation arose in 1920, and prices at retail reached a
peak of 30 cents a pound. It was not until the new crog of beet
sugar came into the market in the autumn of that year that these

rices were brought down to normal levels, A month after the

rst beet sugar had made its appearance the price declined to less
than 6 cents, -

Senator Kine, Then may I interrupt you right there? The
domestic producers did not join with those foreign associations and
corporations that sought to monopolize the market and maintain
those extravagant prices.

Mr, Kearney. That is correct.

Senator Kinc. But on the contrary, they brought down the prices
to a reasonable level,

Mr. Kearney. They came down within 80 days. I can say that
the beet-sugar crop was exhausted when the prices had reached
around 14 to 16 cents a pound during that period. From then on,
the price went on up—I cannot say, but there was very little beet
sugar available,

n the meantime hundreds of millions of dollars had been extorted
from American consumers for no better reason than that tropical
producers had a monopoly of our market.

Beet-sugar production is not a “necessarily expensive industry.”
If based on the ratio of caloric content to the price and value of
food calories contained in a pound of sugar at 5.9 cents per pound,
butter should sell over the counter at 10.95 cents per pound, bacon
should sell oveir the counter at 8.45 cents per gound, lamb at 3.95
cents per pound, bread at 8.85 cents per pound, beef at 3.27 cents
per pound, eggs at 2.89 cents per pound, and milk at 2.04 cents per
quart, and all these foods, except butter and milk, must be prepared
and cooked before huinan consumption. May I ask who expects to
buy these commodities over the counter at any such price as above
indicated? In the case of sugar, we have it sold now, today, in
Washington, for 5 cents per pound over the counter. The major

ortion of the 5 cents per pound is distributed to the farmer, the

eld laborer, the laborer in the sugar mills, and the laborer producing
the cotton bags and rendering the transportation service. I do not
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know of any other crop where such a large portion of its selling
price is distributed to labor as is the case witg sugar, and it has a
distinct ¥lace in the agricultural program of the Nation,

Part of the great livestock feeding industries in our western irri-
gated valleys are based on the feeding of beet tops, beet pulp, and
molasses, all a direct result of the sugar-beet industry. Millions of
the lambs and tens of thousands of the cattle from our western ranges
are fed in our western irrigated valleys annually directly because of
the beet-sugar industry.

The irrigated valleys of the West that do not grow sugar beets
fatten neither cattle nor sheep, except in a very limited way. ‘This
great livestock-feeding industry that bas developed with the sugar-
beet farming furnishes keen competition in the buying of feeders and
adds substantially to the market price of feeder livestock. Ask our
cattle and sheep men of the great ranges nf the West who each fall
sell and deliver to us these feeders whether sugar beets are entitled
to an unrestricted flace in the agricultural economy of the Nation.
Many thousands of tons of cottonseed cake from Texas and Okla-
homa, and hundreds of cars of corn are bought and fed annually.

The CuammanN. How much more time do you need?

Mr. Kearney. I would like to have about 10 minutes more, Mr.

Chairman. o o
The Cramman, I will give you 10 minutes more.
Mr. Kearney. I quote from a statement made by a former Presi-

dent while he was President:

The American farmer receives advice on every hand to diversify his crops.
He proceeds to do so by going in for sugar-beet culture, protected from the
competitive impact of cheap % * * labor by a tariff duty, * * * The
American farmer is thus in the process of building up a great home agricultural
industry which at once improves the farmer’s soll, enables him to diversify
crops, and tends to release the American people from dependence upon the
forelgner for a major item in the national food supply. The farmer is entitled
to share along with the manufacturer direct benefits under our national policy
of protecting domestie industry.

I quote from another paragraph of the same statement by that
President:

There are economic features of broad national importance, having the greatest
bearing upon the welfare of our farmers and our consumers of sugar which are
worthy of careful consideration before any steps are taken to disturb present .
conditions. Our agricultural production today is badly ill-balanced. We pro-
duce great surpluses of wheat and some other commodities, for which over
a term of years we find a market abroad only with dificulty and 108s, and at the
same time we produce an insufficiency, and are thus forced to import some
other agricultural commodities, of which sugar is by far the most importaunt,
and in which at times there are world shortages in supplies. Our export
farmers are subject to fortuitous circumstances in other parts of the world
over which we can have no control, and our consumers of sugar are likewise
atf(;eézte(tii in both supplies and price by fortuitous circumstances of foreign
production, .

It is importance that as a nation we should be independent as far as we
may of overseas imports of food. Further, it is most important that our
farmers, by diversification of their production, shall have an opportunity to
adjust their crops as far as possible to our domestic rather than foreign mar-
kets, if we would attain higher degrees of stability in our agriculture,

While we cannot expect to arrive at complete, direct or indirect displace-
ment of our excessive wheat acreage by an increase in sugar-beet planting,
yet insofor as this may be brought about it is undoubtedly in the interest of
American agriculture, and, therefore, of our people as a whole,

*
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. American investments in sugar properties in Cuba haye been varg'-
ingly estimated at from 500 million to one billion dollars, The
United States Department of Commerce in 1930, in its publication
“American Direct Investments in Foreign Countries ”, page 20, made
the following comment: . .

. “American direct investments in Cuba are the second largest in any
single country, amounting to about $919,000,000.”

he Cuamman, Your are guotm%from what? .

Mr. Kearney. The United States Department of Commerce publi-
cation in 1930, entitled “American Direct Investments in Foreign
Countries ”, page 20.

This is about $480,000,000 less than the estimate made by the Cuban Cham-
ber of Commerce at the end of 1927. There can be little doubt that early
estimates, based on inadequate data, were much too high, The study of the
Chamber of Commerce, for example, estimated the value of the Cuban sugar
properties owned by Americans at $800,000,000, while the data collected in this
study totaled but very little over $519,000,000. An omission estimate of $25,-
000,000 was then added to this, making $544,000,000. The estimate,0f-$600,000,-
000 made by Leland H. Jenks early in 1928 compares better with the present
one. Estimates made in 1928 were very likely to reflect the optimism which the
prosperity of the sugar industry up to about that time had generated. Profits
in Cuban sugar may have Justified larger estimates then but they do not now.
The figure of $544,000,000 carried in this publication as the value of the Ameri-
can investment in the Cuban sugar industry includes over $190,000,000 of stocks
and bonds that were publicly offered in the United States, It does not include
the larger sugar railroads and docks.

Mr. Thomas L. Chalbourne, under date of July 9, 1933, wrote
from Washington in part as follows:

Seventy percent of the sugar production of the Island@ of Cuba is owned
by Americans in the form of investments in Cuban and American companies
(bonds, debentures, stocks), largely scattered among small holders through-
out the length and breadth of the United States. This American investment,
when made, exceeded 600 million dollars in amoq%t.: The present market
value o the securities representing this huge sum does not now in the aggre-
gate exceed 50 millions of dollars,

Senator Gore. Will you read the last sentence a%:tin?

Mr. Kearney. “ The present market value of the securities rep-
resenting this huge sum does not now in the aggregate exceed 50
millions of dollars.”

Senator King. Is that the concession that those holdings shrank
from $600,000,000 to $50,000,000%

Mr. Kearney, That is as I would take it. I read the exact lan-

age.
g'uSenator Kine, Was there anything explanatory as to any preced-
ing part of the statement, or any following lpart of it?

r. Kearngy, There may have been. I have his full letter. I
do not have it liere. I have it in my room. I would be very glad
to incorporate it in the record if it is desired.

Senator Kina. I do not ask that, but I would like to see it, if you
would permit me to.

Senator Gore. Put it in the record.

Senator Kina, Very well.

Mr. Kearney. Very well; I will, Lo

If the Unitel States is under obligation to assist Cuba in its time
of distress, it is a national obligation to be borne equally by all of
the people of the United States and not by one particular area or
one special group,

H
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Continental and insular sugar growers are not responsible for
disorder in Cuba, for its financial difficulties, or for the reckless
exggndlture of American millions in the overproduction of sn:igar.
While American citizens are undoubtedly sympathetic with the diffi-
culties now confronting Cuba, we respectfully submit that if their
responsibility is a United States responsibility it does not belon
exclusively to the sugar-producing areas of the United States, muc|
less especially to the United States sugar beet farmers. Cuba is
a foreign nation, with its own flag and its own government. The
limitation on American relationship in the Platt amendment, which
was enacted more for the benefit of Cuba than for the advantage
of the United States. With this exception, America has no more
responsibility to Cuba than to any other foreign nation.

n troublesome times like these, Americans should look to their
own resources and man-power. It cannot afford to weaken itself
in order to bolster foreign investments of domestic capital. The
American farmer is the best potential customer the business world
ever had. Give the American farmers their own fair share of the
American market and a square deal in the division of the proceeds
and he will help build the permanent prosperity we are all seeking.
Every ton of sugar produced in the United States means the expen-
diture of at least treble the amount that will be spent in the United
Stat%s from a like ton of sugar produced in any tropical foreign
country.

Senator Gore, Will you read that again, please, just the last
sentence ¢ '

Mr. Kearney. Every ton of sugar produced in the United States
means the expenditure of at least treble the amount that there will
be spent in the United States from a like ton of sugar produced
in any foreign countt&v.

Senator Gore. I did not get the point of that.

Mr. Kearney. My time is going on here, but I would be very
glad to sugigest, Senator,——

Senator King. I did not mean to interrupt you.

Mr. Kearney, The point is that there seems to be a feeling that
the trade with Cuba that permits them to produce sugar will enlarge
the sale for domestic agricultural products. That is true, but it
cannot enlarge the sale for domestic agricultural products if you
take that same ton and restrict its production within the Umted
States, because only a part of that conies back to the United States,
Senator, and all of the value of a ton of sugar produced in the
United States is spent here, Was that all that you wished?

Senator Gore. Yes. I won’t bother you any more,

Mr. Kearney. I realize that foreign trade is important to the
welfare of our country, but it is a stroke of good fortune if 100
cents of any dollar spent in a foreign country returns to us in the
purchase of American goods. But I can assure you that every
Penny paid to the beet farmers of the United States is spent at
home, and I think it is fairly safe to assume that they bu{l propor-
tionately as many automobiles and radios, as munav shoes and
clothes, and as much lard and pork as the sugar producers of the
tropics.

hese men who are here with me are all producers and farmers
of sugar beets. They are, we believe, thoroughly representative
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men from, the West. We are here pleading with you that our
President “ new deal ” may be made a fair deal for our sugar-beet
farmers and laborers. We speak the same language as do you men
of the Congress. We want and ask only the right for our people
to live and maintain our families and homes at an American living
standard. This problem can be, and we have no doubt will be, met
honestly and fairly. Unless it is, we have failed.

The Cuamruan, Thank you.

Senator Kina. I would like to ask one question.

Mr. Kearnex. May I include the statistics I have?

The Cuairman. Yes, sir; you maﬁput it all in the record.

Senator Kine. When you state, Mr. Witness, that you are not
opposed to the placing of sugar in the category of basic agricul-
tural commodities, I assume that you make that statement with
the understanding that it is only for temporary purposes and that
there shall not be an increased diminution year by year while that
is in force, of the production of beet sugar in the United States.

Mr, Kearngy. That is correct, and my understanding is that this
is strictly emergency legislation.

Senator Kina. You would oppose it, however, if it were to be of
indefinite duration, and if the opportunity were given, or rather
the discretion were given, to the Agricultural Department to make
reductions and limitations in the domestic production year by year?

Mr. Kearney. We would certainly, most vigorously in that case,
opgose it.

enator Kixa. You are accepting it as a sort of a dernier resort
now.

Mr. Kearney. Yes, sir., 'We have three amendments that we
would like to submit for the record, that we propose also, if we
may.

'The CniairmaN, Yes.

,i‘The witness filed the following proposed amendments:)

he Secretary is hereby directed to conduct, at a suitable time
each year, a survey of the sugar, molasses, and sirup production in
the United States and to determine and announce after such survey
the probable amount of production of such products within the
United States during the ensning 12 months.

He shall also determine and -announce the probable amount of
consumption of such products in the United States for the same
ensuing 12 months,

After the Secretary has determined and announced the probable
production of said products in the United States, and the probable
consumﬁtion within the United States, he is hereby directed to al-
locate the difference between probable consumption and the probable
. production in the United States to the various sources of supply
outside the United States in such amounts as will balance the supply
with consumption in the United States.

In order to more fully effectuate the declared purpose of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act as set forth in the ¢ declaration of
policy ”, and to ensure the equitable division between sugar beet or
sugarcane producers and/or growers and the processsors of sugar
beets and sugarcane of all the proceeds which may be derived from
the processing and marketing of such sugar beets and sugarcane,
and all the byproducts thereof, the Secretary, upon request of any
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- growers’ association or of any processor of sugar beets or sugarcane,
is hereby directed promptly to adjudicate any dispute as to any
of the terms under which sugar beets or sugarcane are grown or are
to be grown and the sugar and byproducts are to Pe processed
and/or marketed, and the decision of the Secretary shall be final,

AMENDMENT

On page 8, after line 10, insert the following new sections:

SECTION —-, Subsection (a) of section 12 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, as alnlneuded, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

Par. 4. To enable the Secretury of Agriculture to make parity payments
to producers of sugar beets and sugarcane in the United States with respect
to the 1933 sugur beet and sugarcane crops, there is hereby authorized to be
appropriated, out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
the sum of $25,000,000.

(The witness filed the following statistics and memoranda:)
MEMORANDUM A

1. World sugar produvetion and world sugar requirements, The world con-
sumption of sugar is now about 24,000,000 tons a year. World production in
recent years is shown in table 1 and table 1a, both {ssued by the United States
Tariff Commission.

2, Breakdown of production by countries, (See table 1 and table 1a

attached.)
3. Normal beet-sugar and cane-sugar production in the United States. (See
table 1.)
4, Normal tonnage of beets and normal tonnage of cane:
Beets 2 Cane! Beets Cane !
Tons l Tons Tons Tons
1933-34 (estimated). veeewunan 11, 500, 000{ 2,690,000 | 1030-31....c.eoumracceacccanas 9, 109,000 2, 549, 000
1032-33. e eenencnnnconacsnnacen 9,070,000/ 2,886, 000 e
103132, c e cerreeecmernemanaann 7,903,000 2, 310, 000 AVOrage..oceeceecuraans 9,418,000 2, 621, 850

1 Louisiana only.

5. Breakdown by States of beet- and cane-sugar production :

Production of beet sugar by States is shown in table 2, Since Louisiana
produces virtuslly all cane grown in the United States, the production for
that State (see par. 4) is the dominant factor.

" ﬁ The number of acres grown to beets in each of the last four crop years
0llOWS ¢

1088384 o e 1, 065,000 | 1980-31 775, 000
1082-88. e 764, 000
198132 e 713, 000 Average.aeecewcem—- 819,250

The Louisiana cane area averages about 150,000 acres.

7. Capital invested in beet-sugar industry and Louisiana cane-sugar industry,
exclusive of lands:

The investment in the beet.sugar industry is roughly $250,000,000; in the
Southern cane-sugar industry, $1,600,000,000.

8. Capital invested in producing lands by respective industries:

Since the beet acreage of 1 year produces wheat or corn the next, it is-
difficult to calculate exactly how large a sum is invested in beet land. Yet
if the 1,200,000 acres devoted to beets and Louisiana cane in 1938 were valued
at $100 an acre, the total investment would reach $120,000,000.

9. Approximate number of investors and stockholders in each industry:

This it is fmpossible to answer definitely. Some of the larger companies,
however, have 8,000 to 10,000 stockholders, :

*
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10. Number of beet growers and number employed in growing:

Latest reports from Dr, John Lee Coulter shows slightly more than 72,000
farmers, plus 159,000 farm hands employed in growing the crop.

11, Approximate perfod of employment:

Each acre of heets requires about 8 days of work in thinning, hoeing, and
harvesting, which gives a man tending 10 acres about 2 months of work,

g ula% Employees engaged in refining beet and cane sugar grown in the United
8!

The beet-sugar industry in 1933 employed about 33,000 at factories, offices,
beet dumps, ete. The southern cane-sugar mills employ about 5,000,

13. Approximate term of employment:

The processing of beets requires from 100 to 185 days, working 24 hours a
day. In the period between manufacturing campaigns the staff of employees,
of course, is grently reduced. In the southern raw sugar mills the period of
employment is about 75 days,

14, Number of beet-sugar plants and cane-sugar plants now installed, and
number operating:

There are 103 beet-sugar mills, 85 of them operating in 1933, Louisiana has
132 raw-sugar mills, 63 in operation.

15, Collateral breakdown of industries identified with sugar fndustry,

The estimated expenditures of beet-sugar manufacturers of the United States
during the campaign of 1933-34, were as follows:

Total paid farmers for beets $55, 000, 000
Total paid for fuel-. 2,122, 000
Total paid for limerock 982, 000
Total paid for bags - 3, 896, 000
Total pald for other supplies - 4, 92, 000
Tota! paid for new ingtallations (material only) 526, 000
Total patd for wages in and about factories - 11, 121, 000

Total paid for office help, fleld and factory superintendence, man-
agors, and OffCerS. e ——————— 4, 538, 000

Total paid for freight in and out on beets, supplies, sugars, mo-
lasses, and pulp. -- 31,410, 000
Total pald for taxes, brokerage, insurance, and all other items... 7,893,000
Total expenditures... ——— 122, 480, 000

The estimmated consumption of certain commodities by beet-sugar manufac-
turers of the United States, 1933-34, foliow :
1,620,000 tons of coal,
48,000 tons of limestone.
59,400 tons of coke.
64,840,000 square yards of cotton cloth for sugar bags.
909,000 square yards of cotton duck for filters,

lﬁ.t '1‘(; what extent is child labor used in the beet-sugar industry in this
country

Child labor has never been used in the processing of sugar beets, and the
supposed prevalence of child labor in the beet flelds is always vastly exag-
gerated, At present plans are being made to abolish entirely the use of
children in the field.

17. What is the average annual amount paid to farmers for beets?

The yearly payments have been as low as $40,000,000 and as high as
$100,000,000, depending on the price of sugar.

18. If beet growing were (discontinued, to what other use could lands profit-
ably be put? *

Under present conditions it is doubtful if these lands could be put to any
profitable use. Planted to cereal crops the land would serve only to destroy
the present system of rotation and adad milllons of bushels to the oversupply
of those crops which we now produce in surplus quantities,

19. Beonomic importance of the beet-sugar industry to western States:

For farmers in arid section of the Mountain States the sugar beet is not only
a desirable crop, but & necessary one. Its importance is indicated by the fact
that three fourths of all American beet sugar is produced on irrigated land west
of the Mississippi, and the ylelds there consistently average 50 percent greater
than in dry-farming districts. The adaptability of the beet to western agri-
le’tlfiltgre i9 exceeded only by its usefulness, The reasons can be summarized

efly .
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First, The beet contract assures to the farmer an immedinte market, and
a responsible purchaser at a price which, in ordinary circuinstanees, is known
months in advance., This advantage prevails in few crops anywhere, and in
none that can be grown successfully in frrigated districts.

Sceond. Because the income from beets can be so readily calculated the
growing crop has a deflnite loan value. The heet farmer finds it relatively
easy to finance his other operitions through local banks,

hird. The stability of market and price give the grower an anchor to wind-
ward in planning other crops. lle can afford “ gambling " erops.

IFourth. The beet is hardy. Better than any other crop it ¢an withstand
the hailstorms to which western States ave subjected.

Fifth. The beet rcequirves an extended growing season, The peak loads of
plunting, thinning, and harvesting are so distributed that they interfere with
no other crop.

Sixth, The beet provides the most hours of productive labor—six times as
much, for instance, as corn, In a period of acute unemployment this con-
sideration takes on more than ordinary significance,

To these points must be added the most striking advantage of all—the
sugar is a concentrated commodity, its value comparatively high in relation
to its bultk, Since farmers far removed trom primary murkets are always
confronted by adverse freight rates, this factor is one of utmost signiticance,

Distance from the general centers of population imposes still another limita-
tion on these farmors. Thelr products, to a large extent, must be stable and
nonperishable, If wheat and corn cannot be grown profitubly the western
farmer cannot turn to a truck crop. In this situation, ebviously, the importance
of the beet is magaified,

Tanre IL—Sugar: Summary statistics of world suger production, crop-years
from 1906=7 to 1032-33, inclusive

{Includes estimates revised to July 1933. (Short tons))
CANE SUGAR PRODUCTION

Conti- United 8tates insular areas "clfﬁi‘i'n%%‘%"
Al
Crop year lrjlental Total in- | “rrived
nited vi sular
rgin | Puerto | Philip- States and
States | Hawall | ygjands | “Rico | pines fnsulur
1032-33 (preliminary)....... 288,759 11,008,000 | 45,600 | 840,000 {1,283,370 | 3, 136,970 3,395,729
1031-32. ccecmanrcnnan evasnes 180, 239 [1,025, 362 4,577 | 092,430 (1,100,700 | 3,123,008 3,303,307
1 996, 289 2,016 | 787,705 | 876,201 { 2,663,300 2,672,304
y 6,44 107 , 51 2, 664,044 2,863,
048, 707 4,252 | 593,730 h 2,373,684 2,508, 738
, 042 11,820 | 751,331 | 697,428 , 364, 630 2,435,
811,331 79 ,201 | 654,347 | 2,103,805 2,150,870
016,492 6,480 | 725,833 | 784,870 1 2,433,693 2, 585, 636
780, 902 0,344 | 600,403 1 480,100 | 1,891,008 2,031, 280
775,940 8,064 | 060,531 | 680,702 | 2,005,327 2,183,800
701,432 2,6121 447,972 1 417,012 | 1,560,028 1,731,052
) 1,948 | 379,071 , 040 | 1,213,007 1, 508, 162
562,488 8, 405, 93 378,730 | 1,352,732 1,677,161
673, 364 4,914 | 499,095 ,140 | 1,624,413 1, 826, 295
564, 562 X 491, 113 , 544 { 1,347, , 516,378
X 13,888 | 485,884 | 234,457 | 1,303,714 ,424, 71
81 601,710 0, 400,132 | 218,724 | 1,236,64 ,622,1
1017=18. ceeecocecncvnsonmnns| 244,710 | 573,858 6,048 | 463,033 | 242,211 | 1,285,780 , 530,469
1916-17. . . 786 8,721 | 602,308 | 226,974 | 1,387,878 , 608,775
S-year average......... I 8,756 | 460,831 | 241,782 | 1,312,249 , 838,
101518, cvoneuee. eone . 593,483 16,620 | 483,005 | 372,017 | 1,465,118 , 603, 738
246,514 | 646,448 5,040 | 348,159 | 232,601 [ 1,220,248 478,762
6,496 , 024 h 1, 248, 248 , 548,
7,503 ,002 | 173,825 | 1,126,120 , 288, 702
7,923 | 411,202 ( 213, 1,227,969 , 588, 843
8,607 , 208 | 250, 1, 259, 342 , 801, 16%
6, 800 0,400 | 228, 1, 142, 266 497,
6,800 | 344,960 | 130,048 , 009, 934 ,388,134
15,680 , 222 | 137, 072, , 386, 460
14,800 | 224,000 151,619 011, 302 , 305,
,500 | 235,200 | 136,614 ) , 008,
) 15,680 , 536 , 334, 600

Basic figures from Weekly Statistical Sugar Trade Journal revised to fssue of July 13, 1933 (p. 287).
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Tapry I—Sugar: Summary statistics of world sugar production, crop-years
from 1906-7 to 1932-33, tnelusive—Continued

OANE S8UGAR PRODUCTION—Continued

Oontinental’ All
" other
Crop year Cubsa Ulgrs..ég%u Java l}g&ﬁh countries, ;‘,‘,"c‘,‘g&g?ﬂg&
Cuba cane
1923-33 (preliminary).e.ecece.. 12,234,488 | 5,630,217 | 11,490,707 | 5,209,120 | 0,060,128 | 18,380,172
1931-32. ceae 2,015,208 | 6,218,616 | 2,377,717 | 4,446,400 | 6,361,941 | 10,004,673
6,360,242 | 3,134,734 , 604, 1 6,100,416 , 208, 852
3 3,213,770 | 3,092,3 5, B84, 977 ), 346, 534
8,480,811 | 3,242,204 [ 3,003, , 683, 610 269,
6,928,545 | 3,201,884 | 3,601,920 | 5,280,461 | 19,102,700
7,196,282 1 2,643, 3,045, 6 4,800,770 | 18,381,910
7.374,003 [ 3,117,184 | 3,401,440 | 6,560, 247 , 461,
7,502,108 230, 357 ) 334, 4,804, 1 7,960,
7,024, 552,308 | 2,863, 7 4,471,752 | 17,802,776
6,285,601 { 2,214,780 | 3,718,040 , 957, 562 6, 173, 082
8, 543,421 084, 384 , 409, , 826, 443 4, 763, 5
6,153,114 | 1,956, 2,830,400 | 3,308,031 | 14,344,045
, 681, 2,187,670 1 3,220,744 | 4,100,670 | 16,208,848
5,024,740 | 1,847,603 | 2,807,078 | 2,956,452 | 13,534,833
5,002,309 | 1,689,800 , 416,050 1 3,180,870 | 13,888,131
5,970, 1,406,056 { 2,054,400 | 2,768,350 | 12,889,368
5, 390, 1,069,337 | 3,708,320 808,821 | 13,808,560
5,085,341 | 1,001,746 , 066, 360 | 2,769,408 | 12,901, 855
4,060,124 | 5,504,625 { 1,706,001 | 3,128,043 | 2,806,580 | 13,416, 140
i cosaona 4,148,025 | 5,748,760 | 1,787,715 | 2,953,300 , 868,276 | 12,348, 051
101418, ceuueverecenas vesome weaf 2,903,787 , 370, & 1,342,3 2,768,842 , 804,085 | 11,282,471
2,909, 460 , 468,248 | 1,450,411 | 2,806,480 27,888 | 11,012,024
, 710, 061 008, 1,425, 1 2,803,632 | 2,011,118 ), 338, 518
, 123, B £,712,346 | 1,490,922 | 2,745, 232 ), 256, 1 204, 607
2,000,347 | 4,401,512 1,501,110 | 2,782,808 | 2,201,626 ; 11,037,146
1,661, 4 , 168, 771 , 502, 4 , 403, b 2,404, 21 9, 618, 940
020, 8 , 406,008 ¢ 1,376,602 | 2,382,352 | 2,100,578 9,361, 627
1,606,212 | 3,081,602 | 1,344,602 097, 1,979,465 , 503, 467
3,077,303 382,935 +3900,9. 2,292,528 | 1,777,006 , 843, 440
1,508,094 | 2,697,544 » 206, ) 460, 1,008, 424 71, 158
1,610,787 | 2,945,383 [ 1,393,870 7, 2,053, 147 8,739,700
BEET-SUGAR PRODUCTION
United Total beot | s by
n [1]4:1 Ll an C0!
Crop year Statass | Connda [ Burope sugar | sugar, all
countries
1023-33 (Preliminary). comeceevevcmececnannas 1,351,465 64,162 | 7,204,743 { 8,710,360 | 27,090,622
193132, o ccvricccrccecccamanacena peoeceacann 1, 148, 243 54,044 | 8,328,500 | 9,630,877 | 20,435,450
204,771 46,867 | 11,435,068 | 12,685, 7t 31, 804, 288
, 009, 919 31,213 | 9,214,401 | 10,255,603 | 30,602, 126
1,051,277 32,320 | 9,485,830 § 10,569,427 | 30,830,312
1,083,070 477 1 8,905,700 | 10,107,246 | 29, 210,036
897, 380 35,193 | 7,606,519 | 8,620,107 [ 27,011,017
1, 048, 836 36,014 | 9,365,516 | 10,449, 416 29, 911, 350
000, 972 36,372 | 8,347,688 | 9,286,082 { 27,245,839
1,001,087 40, 544 7,033,030 | 9,064,667 | 26,867,443
£81,683 18,4%0 | 5,664,602 [ 06,664,856 | 22,737,937
a&n, 848 3, 8 5,123,244 , 820, , 590,
1,020, 533 1, 4,490,805 | 8, 532, {41 10, 876, 586
S-yenr AVerARe. ccvvecvonannscncusaconns 918,84 26,007 | 6,31),803 | 7,204,814 | 23,463, R62
1920-21. .. 085,740 | 38,782 | 4,140,832 | b, 273,033 | 18, SOB, 560
1019-20... 731,312 18,480 | 2,010,862 | 3,608,054 | 17,£54,785
1018-19. .. 785,870 24,976 | 3,668,108 | 4,348, 17,238, 331
1017-18... 764,811 12,600 | 4,832,920 | 5,610,331 | 19,476,801
FUTT. O SR 822,726 14,000 , 628, 882 , 468, 19, 317, 463
8-Year BVernge...onneeeannas recasun au 832, 096 21,702 | 4,210,261 | 5,073,118 18, 480, 207
1016-16. .. cevavana ceksoscrnans cceenaseesaavas , 3 3, 109, 267 5, 002, 362 19, 360, 403
14-15. .... asescuue vescsavances eavconsssanen 723,808 8, 864,127 , 303,691 | 20, 586, 062
101314 cceuunennene acseme earessecancaanasnce 733,934 8,924,125 | 9,671,136 | 20,683,159
1012-13. . . cceeiercneriacncrancavacarsncnacans 608, 952 , 276,538 | 9,088,878 | 20,327,303
1011-12..... camteemmcasmsrensesenacanes acens 606, 7,000,274 | 7,718,072 | 17,920,630
B-year averige. .. cenan 727, 210 7,904,060 | 8,730,385 | 19,773, 831
1000-11. e eeneerevnanennn , B 0. TAL| U o B | 10. 200,300
1009-10.ccencecarnicencnes , 666 6,873,340 | 7,378, 16,739, 833
1008-9. . 430,001 7,329,129 , 760, 16,262,677
10078 caccanecencnanonn vetesccenacssvansennn 493,024 7,340,747 | 7,842,771 o 1
19087 ccacureceanas setvssansansenncca voanss 484,971 , 816, 1 036, 16, 372, 234
B-year average. ....... esenssas eencocnne 484,620 [aenenaanan 7,620,213 | 8,118,733 | 16,803,439

1 Under internation agreement, ? Beot-sugar crop of United States Is shown on refined basis,



SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES

55

- TABLE la.—8ugar: Detailed statistics by countries of the suger crops of the
world, in rasent ycars (revised to July 1933)

1032-33

1931-32

1930-31

Harvesting perlod | g0t tons { short tons | short tons
CANF. SUGAR
United States:
LouiSiona. caveeeeeruaeeanmeiicacccannnane October-January.. 222,769 156,014 183, 694
FIOPIAR. .cmemcancacacnecannaas cevmomanan .| December-April.. 36, 23, 26, 400
Puerto Rico........ January-June..... 840, 000 992, 787, 798
Hawallan Islands November-June..[ 1,008,000 | 1,025 362 990, 280
Virgin Islands. January-June..... 5, 4,577 2,016
December-June...|t 2,234,488 |1 2,015,208 3,406,848
.................... 112, 000 109, 272 110,402
January-June ..... 112, 000 02,774 110,402
................. 62, 720 , 527 50,176
et R Rl Bl b
Meeseaanuncssacaamaacanssnnnasanvonn uary-July.... A 3
lgl memeaentmceen J‘F%Bfmry-Augu% 8, 960 6,910 , 235
Other Britlsh West Tndfes....---220.00000 JanUBLY=JUNO. coeelocacocerireifovamecamnnnr|icncanecnnan
French West Indies:
i 40, 320 46,883 42,020
33, 600 39, 199 , 328
470,400 478,936 406, 236
24, 640 23,46 21, 068
Mex 108, 240 260, 131 291,808
Centml America:
Guatemala. . oo .c oo Janunry-.!une ..... 44, 800 44,800 44, 628
Other Contral America........ ceacrmnemenacfieancdOicciinonnnnn 100, 800 80, 640 104,970
South America:
DEMBIATA. cecurrveirecanemanencnconcanas October, Decem- 151,200 166, 326 141,280
ber and May
and June,
Surinam. . ..oneeiiincccccceeincnaann October-January.. 10,040 15,680 18,480
Venezuela. .| October-June..... 4 20,160 21,999
Ecuador.. .-} June~January..... 22,400 26, 244 23,210

OM U e e eenenauonucccancacncnsascansmonannas January ~ Decem- 448, 000 443,402 543, 286
LY 017 T N June-November.. 300,018 388, 427,007

PAZIL. e e e e nicaiccaecain e cnnons °°,f;"’°" Septem- , 084, 1,002,000 | 1,032, 785

T,

Total fn AMErICA..aeuaccncen cuncmceennec]ecnanecacranaanconae 7,723,005 | 8,562,000 | 8,003,040
Britlsh 4 (L1 1 VR December-May...| 5,209,120 | 4,446,400 , 604, 160
........................................... May-November..[ 11,490,707 | t 2,877,717 | 3,134,734

osaand JAPAN .« cacoecacacnannnrasnun wee--| November-June.. 024,000 ; 1, 285, 1,040, 20
Phﬂippine Islands .................................. do. . cenenn .| 1,283,370 | 1,100,709 876, 201
Total in ASIA..c...cecrenrenncrecarraacnmnc]|reourcsuacacccanenan 8,007,107 | 9,710,082 8,655, 200
J T [ U June-November..] 596,532 677,837 603, 278
b TTR E1PY 1T L Tl IO I T 143,172 9, 104,000
Total in Australia and Polynesia....ecc.ioeeoumacinacnnnnann 739,704 767,129 707,278
1. £ 7SR January-June..... 140, 000 161, 688 134, 260
AURItIUS. . o oo i cccenecceaana August-January .. 273, 280 182, 798 247,475
ROUDIOD. .« .ocvicieianivacaicccnccnaonncaanconas]oncas d0eecnevennans 60, 820 48,072 56, 465
11) IR dememcsscsmcsccastannanes May-January..... 401,977 364, 784 393. 009
Mozambique.............. cmecsnnue cecrenmennas May-October..... 106, 79, 885,421
Total in Afriea. .. cocvaeoneno.. wunnsavscesfetrccancenassnansene 082,486 836,434 016, 6290
Europe, Spain........... 26, 880 28,829 25, 400
Total cane sugar crops. 18,380,172 { 10,004,573 | 19, 208, 552

BEET SUGAR
Eur«g)e:

OrMANY . ceveeeeneneacancneas vemvenanenaan September ~ Jan- | 1,232,000 | 1,756,087 | 2,832,022
Czechoslovakia.... 705, 600 808,152 | 1,260,773
Austria. .. ceceeieacan remaccuronsmnan PR, 168, 301
Hungary...cu.ceaeee camuuansacancesenns 140, 262,272
France.. 1,348,008
Belglum. 317,222
Holland 335,466
Russia and Ukraine.. 1,876, 784

Poland....cosonivencaceanvacacccannns ceneun ..do 472, 708 559, 1 886,
8weden...ceueruaane cmmesacanses veeenneanas Septellx;ober < De- 203, 803 160, 844 208, 919
Denmark... . Se‘nl)“o:ymber - Jan. 212,800 136, 640 187,936
ItalY. . ccecrcccnnccnactannncccncasacnsncncns August-October...| 364,000 412,021 470,673

Crop restrioted under international agreement.
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TasLy la—Sugar: Detailed statistics by countries of the sugar crops of the
world, in recent years (revised to July 1933)—Continued

1932-33 1931-32 1930~31
Harvesting perlod | shore tons | short tons | short tons
BEET SUGAR—continued
Europe--continued,

SPAIN. e ciniciccicccreccnanasrcascancen . JuIy-Februar e 253, 120 449, 331 380, 610

Switzerland memmsascennon September - Jan- 6,720 6,832 6, 389

uary.
Bulgaria............. dy 32, 828 32,268 06, 112
UMADIS.cvancunennn 2, 800 54, 369 170, 274
QGrent Britain and Ireland 2 376, 720 271,009 481,472
Jugoslavif. en . ccicenaonans 95, 200 100,903 110, 083
Other countries. ...... eneesecsmasconnaansas A 6, 263 66, 071
Total in BUrope deeeeecaccccnccccarcrcaacfonececnsanancccaaces 7,204,743 | 8,328,800 | 11,436,068
United States, beet 9.. . July—Janum'y ..... 1,351,466 | 1,148,243 1,204, 771
QCanada, beet 4........ . O%tober- Decem- 64,152 64,044 45,867
0r.

Total beet sugar erops N PO 8, 710, 350 9, 530,877 | 12, 085, 706
Tota), cane and beet SULAT. . . ceceeeneecuearorc)ounnrecascnccnncns .| 27, 20,435,450 | 31,804, 288
Estimated decrease in t e world’s production. .|...... camseans armean 2,344, 028 2,468,808 | 41,202,132

2 Reflned sugar.

3 European beet crop figures estimated principally by F. O, Light,

¢ Increase.

TasLe 2.—Sugar bects and beet sugar: Total United States production 1901-32
and production by Statcs, 1928-32 -~

Yearly average | Acres har- | Crop (1,000 Tons per | Price per | Number of| Beets used Su%ro made
or year and State] vested tons)! acre ton factories | (1,000 tons) | (1,000 tons)
United States:
1901-8 227,841 2,079 9,22 $4.89 48 2,079 240
386, 062 3,910 10,13 75,18 [:4] 3,910 470
" 541,000 5,732 10.66 5.63 67 8,477 724
6,623 9, 50 , 38 88 6,200 832
6,068 10. 14 , 53 88 6, 606 016
7718 11,00 7.32 80 7,402 1,085
5,183 9,77 7.91 81 4,063 678
7,006 10,668 8,99 8¢ 6, 685 881
7,489 9.20 7.99 00 7,075 1,000
7,381 11.40 6.39 88 , 993 913
7,223 10.67 7.61 78 6,782 897
7,763 10,78 7.67 83 7,443 1,003
7,101 11,00 7.11 82 880 1,061
7,315 10,6 7.08 7 7,117 1,018
9,100 11.9 7.14 78 , 780 1,208
7,903 1.1 5,94 66 7,659 1,156
9,070 1.9 5,10 75 8,866 1,357
638 13.0 8.03 5 630 103
548 11.8 7.28 5 54 91
768 11.8 7.46 5 763 124
1,060 11.9 . 40 [} 1,045 166
1,288 124 |eeoerccncess 6 1,282 213
2,394 13.4 6.67 17 2,410 384
2,612 12,4 6.93 17 2,565 348
3,312 18,7 6.901 17 3,126 407
2,532 11.3 5,44 17 2,423 370
1,777 Ld |eecocvenconn 17 1,701 277
207 11,0 7.44 6 317 53
402 10.2 7.17 8 402 79
446 10.1 7.4% 7 427 66
301 9.1 6.08 5 287 46
53, 700 13,4 |eeeenne cenee ? 661 108
Michlggn.
eeascssses 71,000 452 6.4 7.22 12 468 64
52,000 300 58 7.94 9 364 57
74,000 513 6.9 8,08 10 567 £6
8, 000 581 10.0 6.33 (] 600 83
122,000 1,218 10.0 |I.......... . n 1,216 171

Source Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1032,

1 Beets used 1901-12,
1 4.year average.
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. TABLE 2.~Sugar beets and beet sugar: Total United States production 1901-32
and produotion by States, 1928-32—Continued

Yearly average | Acres har- | Crop (1,000 Tons per | Price per | Number of ! Beots used [Sugar made

or yearyand State| vested tgns) acre ton factories | (1,000 tons) | (1,000 tons)
tanas

Moo 28,000 258 0.2 $7.38 4 215 “

1029 u.encencn 38,000 386 10.2 7.20 4 348 84

1930 ucenvee-- 46, 000 672 12,7 7.32 4 522 75

1931 ..... wamer , 000 617 1.4 6.01 4 600 92

\Tb k.a......... 54,000 739 13,7 [iecneanoicns 4 701 108
raskos

¢ 1“ eeeveeed| 86,000 1,021 1.9 6.98 7 078 148

1929.......... 92, 000 1,054 L8 , 86 7 1,088 140

1930. ccnnocnan 81, 000 1,136 14.0 0.95 7 1,008 136

1931, cavaunaes 65,000 891 13,7 5.48 7 872 126

1 66,000 877 13.3 |comee.. coeen 7 816 13

38,000 266 7.0 7.13 5 238 31

, 000 174 8.7 7.56 4 121 17

19:(}()............ 31,000 286 9.2 7.78 4 223 33

1 “26,0007| T2 100 - 3 D11 A 2

637 12,8 7.03 11 568 90

865 12.6 7.05 10 523 e

853 12.6 7.00 8 817 78

508 10.3 5.82 7 491 77

846 16,2 |ecerecnccnee 7 822 128

74 9.2 7.35 3 86 12

50 7.0 . 20 3 85 10

102 8.8 , 53 3 118 18

462 10.5 72 4 368 59

487 10.4 7.18 4 441 [

646 14.0 719 5 657 04

852 1.3 871 5 532 85

1032 cceceeee| 40,000 506 12,0 5 537 85

 Data for 1831 cannot be shown without disclosing operations of individual factories.

TasLy B.—Sugar: Estimate of quantity of raw cane sugar (or itz equivalent)
from each principal crop source used in supplying domestic consumption in
the United States during years 1929 to 1933, inclusive, with averages

CROP SOUROCES OF SUGAR USED IN MAKING DELIVERIES FOR DOMESTIC CON-
SUMPTION AND/OR U

,»JTn short tons, round figures)

Totalall { Orown in continental United
does not States
Period include
sugar re- Beet and
ported as Beet Cane [cane come
such)t bined
rozémate quantity uded by all manufacturers marketin
‘)upaar for dogmm United &am) comu:{mptlon andfor uae”
Calendar years:
1033.cciccncncrcsacncncsaccasananacans eeens| 6,516,000 360, 515,000 | 1,681,000
1932.... 8, 248, 00 { 1,318,500 | 160,000 { 1,478, 500
1931 ccuce 8,561,800 | 1,343,000 | 200,000 | 1,549, 000
1930. o. 710,600 | 1, 140, 500 197. 500 | 1,538, 000
1929 ceee 36,064, , 026, 189,000 | 1,215, 500
Yearly averages:
1931-33 . 6,375,500 | 1,842,600 | 227,000 | 1,569, 600
860, 230, 213, 500 | 1; 452, 500

Footnotes at end of table,
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TasLe B.—Sugar: Bstimale of quantity of rai cane sugar (or its equivalent)
from_each privoipal crop sowrce used in supplying domestic consumption in
the United States during years 1929 to 1933, inclusive, with averages—

Continued,,

Grown in United States tnsular areas

Period

PuertoRicol Hawali | PYilippine} Virgin | mqq)
989, 500 | 1,241, 000 4, 800 | 3,026, 000
1,024,000 | 1,042,000 4,500 | 2,981,000
967, 000 816, 000 2,000 | 2, 532, 500
806, 000 804, 600 6,000 | 2,396, 500
1020, o eireeccecarerctcvannnacnenn. 928, 600 724, 500 4,000 | 2,117,000

Yearly averages: ,
L1 - Y 817, 000 093, 500 | 1,032,000 3,800 | 2,846, 500
1020-33............. wotmececcucancacnancane 738, 000 943, 000 925, 500 4,000 | 2,610,500
Grown in forelgn countries
e

§ .
Period Al other cluded else-

Cuba foreign Total where)

oountries
Oalondar years:

1933, 8,000 1 1,609,000 54, 000
26,500 | 1,789,000 52, 500
40,000 | 2, 480, 000 86, 500
30,800 | 2,076, 000 83, 500
17, 800 , 630, 110, 000
25,000 | 1,959, 500 84, 800
24,800 | 2 497,000 N, 500

Total, all | Grown in continental United
States

erop sources
{does not
Peoriod inelude
sugar Beet and
exported Beet Cane | canecom-
a8 such)! bined
Calendar years:
1933 cnciiaaiccecanene -.-| 5,386,000 1,366,000 166,500 | 1,532, 500
1932..... 5,448,000 | 1,318,800 | 107,600 | 1,426,000
1931 5,935,000 | 1, 150,000 | 1,493, 000
1930.ccccuciecnencecnenna 6,173,000 | 1,140,500 | 128,000 | 1,268,
1929, [P 6,382,600 | 1,026,500 | 188,500 | 1,185,000
Yearly avorages:
1931733 . cecrcncncecicncennarnaarancnconnanassnanann .eu| 5,569,500 | 1,342,500 | 141,500 | 1,484,
1929-33 - 5,865,000 | 1,289,000 | 142,000 | 1,381,000
Grown In United States insular areas
Pertod Puerto Philippine | Virgin
(1]
. Rico. | Howall | ¥7005¢° | Diands | Total
Calendar years:
1933..... - 657, 000 968,000 | 1,161, 500 4,500 | 2,788,000
1032, 701, 500 988, 000 980, 600 4,500 | 2,774, 500
1931. 666, 000 956, 000 765, 000 2,000 | 2,389,000
1030. 702,000 787, 800 775, 500 6,000 | 2,271,000
1929. .« c..ccnreaeceacancacncacsoonaanas eeens] 414,000 018, 000 710, 000 4,000 | 2,046,000
Yearly averages:
1031-33. ceansies| 708,000 973, 000 968, 500 3,500 | 2,850,000
1920-33. 646, 000 925, 000 878, 500 4,000 | 2,463, 500

Footnotes at end of table.
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TARLE B.—S8ugar: Estimate of quantity of raw cane sugar (or its equivalent)
from each principal crop source wsed in supplying domestic consumption in
the United States during years 1929 to 1933, inclusive, with averages—

Continued
Grown in foreign countries
"
not in-
Period ¢lu
Cuba Total elsewhere)
Calendar years:
1933..? ............................................. 1,085, 500 1, 086, 500 9
1032.. 1,235, 500 1,247, 500 9
1931.. 2,019, 000 2,053, 000 3
1030.. y 2,633, 500 ¥
1929.. 3, 149, 500 3,151,000 0
Yenrly averages:
1931-33. e coeeceeeceennnn servessecssmsteananmmmenanan 1, 440, 000 1, 485, 500 8
1020-33. .« incmnicnerareicsenanenramennsaenn e 2,019, 000 , 030, U

: tl ;\pproximate quantity used by cane-sugar refiners and beet-sugar factories in continental United.
ates.

Grown in continental United
States
Total, all
crop sources|
Period (does no
include Beet and
Sugar re- Cane |[canecom
ported as bined
such)t
Approximate quantity used by domentic, insular, and foreign
manufacturers of * white’ sugar and other sugar marketed for
direct consumplion ¢
Calendar years:
1 930,000 |..ccccnnn.... 8 148,500 |......--. .
800, 500 3 52, 500
626, 500 cemonsacua
537, 500 369, 500 cena
1 . V800 [evencenn aeas| 930,500 ...... oo
Yearl§ averages:
1931-33.. . ne- 786,000 686,800 |.coinenaen
1029-33 . 695,000 [aecneancaca.] 971,800 |ocvrncnnen
QGrown in United States insular area
Poriod
Fuorto | poway |Philippine| Virgln | popg)
Calendar years:
1033, . cecneieciccnncaccenncnucactineaciaan 134,000 24, 500 70,500 [ccueenuunn 238,000
1082. . caeerercancasiecanccconrccnse voomeonn 110,000 26, 000 61,5800 |...... eeas| 206, 500
....... eencesmisusninanumannessnanranes 82, 300 11,000 50,000 |u.-vauneael 143,500
19800 ccoucaenen aerssacesarssnnaicnansssnnee 78,000 18, 500 29, 000 125, 500
1929....... aee 46,000 10, 14,500 |..... ecnen 71,000
Yearlg averages:
1931-33... 112,000 20, 500 000 108, 500
1929-33. ...... sessencncencussacencerencnsne 92,000 18, 000 167, 000

Footnotes at end of table,
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TanLe B.—Sugar: Estimate of quantity of raw cane sugar (or its equivalent)
from each principal crop source used in supplying domestic consumption in
gw “Unifegd States during years 1929 to 1933, inclustve, with averages—

ontinu

Grown in foreign countries
"o
not in.
Perlod Al other cluding
Cuba {oreign Total elsewhere
countries

Calendar years:
1033

¢ 535, 600 8,000
14, 500

6,000
21,500
16, 500

9, 500 804,000 [-ecuensoncee
13,000 460,500 {-ececececenn

11t should be noted that the quantities re{mrted in this column represent the weight of raw cane sugar
(orits eguivalent in the case of beet sugar). Itisnot the weight of the sugar as marketed for actual consumpe

tion and/or use.

8 Detailed crop sources of sugar exported are not avatlable, probably all (or nearly all) were made from
foreign-grown crops.

$ Includes 1,000 tons from miscellaneous sources not shown elsewhere in the table.

4 All sugars in this part of the table were processed in the respective areas where the several crops were
grown. These figures include some raw cane sugar marketed for direot consumption.’

$ Louisiana cplantauon refinod su%?r marketed direct to the trade.
¢ Includes Cuban raw sugars marketed principally for direct consumption in quantity approximately as
{‘513'%3% In 1033, 13,600 (short) tons; in 1932, 17,500 tons; in 1031, 41,500 tons; in 1930, 20,000 tons; and in 1029,

,500 tons.

Nore.~Basic data from Willett & Gray’s Weekly Statistical Sugar Trade Journal.

(Telegrams submitted by Mr. Kearney are as follows:)
BiLuinGs, Mont.,, February 22, 1934,

CHARLES M. KEARNEY,
Harrington Hotel, Washington, D.C.:

We represent sugar-beet farmers of five sugar factory districts in Montana
and Wyoming, We urgently request that you vote for no restriction on con-
tinental sugar production and that you use your influence to preserve Ameri-
can market for our own producers and not throw it open to any foreign coun-
try. Also, we urgently request that you give unqualified endorsement to
program outlined by our representatives from National Beet Growers Asso-
ciation now in Washington by supporting the three amendments proposed by
them to be made to Costigan bill,

: MONTANA-WYOMING BEET GROWERS ASSOCTATION,
F. B. HupbLESTON, Pregident.

Scorrs BLUFF, NEBR, February 19, 1984.
Cuas, M. KEARNEY,
Oare of Harrington Hotel, Washington, D.C.:

Our campaign pledges and Roosevelt’'s Baltimore speech were directly op-
posed to the present sugar acreage curtailment program. If the Democrats
are ever to win another election here, the sugar industry must not be knifed
now, An increased acreage of beets means a lessening of production of those
products where there is now a surplus, We ask a fair deal.

R. 0. CHAMBERS,
Chairman Democratio Oentral Committee.

Scorrs BLurr, NesR., February 18, 1934,
C. M. KEARNEY,
President National Beet Growers Association,
Harrington Hotel, Washington, D.O.:
The safety and future of North Platte project depends upon continuance and
growth of sugar-beet : . ustry; any curtailment of acreage will work toward
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. faflure of reclamation. Our district will not be able to pay Government con-
" struction charges if beet-sugar industry is crippled. Our farms and towns
depend upon sugar industry. Any curtailment is a direct blow at irrigation.

PATHFINDER IRRIGATION DISTRICT,

Scorrs BLUFF, NEBR., February 19, 193},
CHAS, M. KEARNEY,
Care of Harrington Hotel, Washington, D.C.:

We respectfully make vigorous protest against enactment of proposed sugar
plan decreasing beet acreage and increasing imports from Cuba and other
forelgn countries, Our district has 55,000 acres and 700 farmers, the financial
gstructure of which is entirely dependent upon extensive raising of sugar beets.
Even under present unliinired uacreage our district has been forced to accept
moratorium acts deferring annual repayment of construction charges to United
States, and reduced acreage of this crop will prevent Government from realizing
retarn of its investment in these reclamation lands and will reduce district
collections so that it cannot operate, Farmers will fail and the economic
condition of our communities will be acute. This is true of practically all
arcas under Government reclamation, It is hoped that a plan can be had
that will protect our Amerfcan farmer so that he cun exist against the
competition of American investment in alien countries,

GERING AND FORT LARAMIE IRRIGATION DISTRICT,

Scorts BLur¥, NEBR., February 16, 193).
CHARLES M. KEARNEY,

President National Beet Growers Association,

Harrington Hotel, Washington, D.C'.:

Representing 2,200 sugar-beet growers, we wire to vigorously protest the pro-
posed curtailment of continental sugar production in President Roosevelt's new
sugar deal In favor of n foreign people. Cons.der it a dangerous precedent for
our Government to establish, Our people will rebel agninst its attempted en-
forcement. We want protection from foreign sugar the restriction of offshore
refined sugar, and protection from greedy processors, United States sugar pro-
duction should be encouraged for national food safety. We should, remember
World War sugar prices. Sugar consumed in the United States shouid all be
refined by American labor.

NEBRASKA COOPERATIVE BEET GROWERS ASSOCIATION,
8. K. WARRICK, President.
B. J. SEcER, Sccretary.

Forr MoraAN, CoLo., February 10, 193},
CHARLES M. KEARNEY,
Prestdent, National Bect Qrowers Association,
Park Hotel, Washington, D, C.:

Sugar-beet farmers will be dealt severe blow if compelled to reduce crop to
secure promise of future relief, Irrigation reservolr systems costing many
millions constructed for producing beets will be drastically reduced in value,
causing defaults bonds, interest, and taxes, Colorado heet farmers equipped
for beet production consisting of expensive machinery and heavy horses should
be on equaulity with other agricultural communities now getting Government
relief. We protest reduction of production; it will effect every line of business
and considerable labor.

NATIONAY, BEET GROWERS ASSOCIATION,
J. H. RoEDIGER, Director,

Puenro, Coro., February 11, 1934.
CHARLES M. KEARNEY,
Capitol Park Ifotel, Washington, D.C.:
We have utmost confidence in you. We don’t like the President's proposal.
There is no crop in the United Stateg that could be increased with as much

42331-—84-~—f .
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bhenefit to all concerned as sugar if we would only quit worrying about the

foreigners and stabilize the domestie price,
s P W. 1. SANFORD, National Director.

TwIN FarLs, Inano, February 8, 1934.
CHARLES M. KEARNEY, '
President National Beet (rowers Association, .
Capitol Park Hotel, Washington, D.C.:

‘Press report tonight state President Roosevelt has announced sugar program,
Farmers here are up in arms over reduction in beet-grower quotans, Wiring
our congressional representntives to get in touch with you at once and do all
You can to rafse our quotas and get increase in processing tax, ' Sugar company
official stated today that they were going to hnve part at least of any tax that
is made for growers and will not consider any contract for next year until
such is upproved, .
InAno BEET GROWERS ASSOCIATION,
Geo. T, Comnirey, President.

Provo, UTAn, Fcbruary 13, 193).
CHARLES M. KEARNEY,
Cure of Harrington Hotel:

Received wire from Senator King stating Finance Commtttee will hold
meeting next Friday on the Costigan bill, and I trust you will be present at
those hearings. As far as I am concerned, you are authorized to speak for
the growers of the National Association,

J. W. GILLMAN,

Gi1BBON, NEBR.,, February 11, 1934.
Cuas, KEARNEY,
Capitol Park Hotel, Washington, D.C.:

Regret reduction in President’s sugar plan, which is unfair to domestic pro-
ducer. Understand quotas temporary. Domestic producar should get increase
parity to consumption. We know that you and our frieads at Washington will
do what is best for the industry.

R. J. FRANCIS,
Direotor National Association.

(Letter of Thomas L. Chadbourne, of July 9, 1933, submitted by
Mr. Kearney.) ’

MEMORANDUM FOR THE WASHINGTON SUGAR CONFERBNCE

The Cuban delegation to this conference was appointed by President Machado
to represent Cuban sugar producers and processors. They ure here at the
suggestion of our Secretary of Agriculture, transmitted to the Cuban Govern-
ment in the form of an invitation through our State Department.

Seventy percent of the sugar production of thé istand of Cuba is owned by
Americans in the form of investments in Cuban and American companies
(bonds, debentures, and stocks), largely scattered among small holders through-
out the length and breadth of the United States. This Amertean investment,
when made, exceeded $600,000,000 in amount. The present market value of
the securities representing this huge smm does not now in the aggregate ex-
ceed $50,000,000.

These investors relicd, and had a right to rely, and still rely upon the spe-
cial consideration owed by our Nation to Cuba.

This conference convened on Tuesday, June 27, Unfortunately, the Cuban
delegation could not arrive here until Friday, the 80th of June,



SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES 63

The conference appointed a general committee of 26, containing representa-
" tives from every section of the American industry but no representatives from
Cuba.

This general committee met on Wednesday and appointed a committee of
seven (which has functioned since as the most jmportant committee of the
conference) and excluded the Cuban delegation from representation on this
committee notwithstanding the fact that the Cuban producvers and processors
bitd been invited to attend the conterence and that Cuba produced move{sugar
consumed in the United Stutes than any of the sections of the United States,
continental or insular, which has been allowed rvepresentation on such
committee, ,

The Cuban delegation has been here over 10 days and are not yet repre-
gented on this, the real committee of this conference,

Phe Cuban delegution is made up entively of Cubun gentlemen, Our lan-
guage is not their language, our habits of thought and methods of transacting
business are unfamilinr to them. They may think this exclusion not only from
the vital but tfrom both of the committees of the conference, is the usual
American method of condueting industrial gatherings where production quotas
are to be decided upon, They may even be happy and content with this exclu-
sion, but the American investor in Cuban sugar is dissutisfled and completely
at a loss to understand it.

H:qQ this sugar conference been organized by the Agricultural Department,
with the intention of exeluding from ite councils the voice of the heaviest
investnient in the entive Anierlcan supply of sugar (the American investment
in Cuba). this result could not have been more completely attained than it
has by the method adopted.

The Cuban delegation has been permitted to file memorandn with the chair-
mun of the conference, which memoranda, by the way, I am informed by
other delegutes, have never found their way to them,

The total consumption of sugar by the United States is the ple to be divided
by this conference, and that pie has been in process of being divided for 12
days without opportunity being afforded Cuba to argue eye to eye with the
American producers ahout the size of the pieces, which, I understand, have
now been decided upon by the continentai and insular sections of the industry,
All that is left is to cut the ple, and all that is left to Cuba is to accept or
reject itlle crumbs that may break off and fall from the plate in this cutting
operation,

What we should have done, and ought now to do for Cuba, was well ex-
pressed after the war of liheration by Presidents McKinley and Roosevelt and
Secretary of War Root, .

President McKinley :

“% = % The new Cuba, yet to arise from the ashes of the past, must needs
be bound to us by ties of singular intimacy and strength if its enduring wel-
fare is to be assured. * * * The greatest blessing which can come to Cuba
is the vrestoration of her agricultural and industrial property. * * ¢

“We expect Cuba to treat us on an exceptional footing politically, and we
should put her in the same exceptional position economically.

“% & * Cupba is an independent Republic, but a republic which bhas
assumed certain specinl obligations as regards her international position, in
complinnce with our request. I ask for her certain special economie concessions
in return, these economic concessions to benefit us as well as her * * *»

Secretary of War Root:

“In reliance upon fair and generous treatment by the United States, the
Cuban planters have made strenuous efforts to revive their great industry.
* » * TIncided by our precept and trusting to our friendship they have
strugzled to retrieve the disasters under which thetr country has suffered.
All the capital they had or could bhorrow has been Invested in the rebuilding
of their mills and the replanting of their land. More than half of the people
?f lthztt island are depending, directly or indirectly, upon the success of tha:
ndustry,

“* » * (Correlative to this right is a duty of the highest obligation to
treat her not as an enemy, not at arm’s length as an aggressive commercinl
vival, hut with a generosity which, toward her, will he but justice; to shnpe
our laws so that they shall contribute to her welfare as well as our own.”
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President Roosevelt:

“Klsewhere 1 have discussed the question of reciprocity, In the case of
Cuba, however, there are weighty reasons of morality and of nutional interest
why the policy should be held to have a peculiner application, and I most
earnestly ask your attention to the wisdom, indeed to the vital need, of pro-
viding for a substantianl reduction fn the tarift duties on Cuban imports into
the United Stutes,”

Those were the promises, let us view their fulfilhuent.

As o result of the same war that lberated Cuba, we aciquired the Philippines
and Puerto Rico. 'The felowing cpitomlzes the story of the recent sugar
exports to the United States from our awpuisitions, as distinguished from the
sugar exports to this country of that ward of ours for whom ouy statements
oxpressel such tenderness:

Philippine | Puerto F Phitippine| Puerto
Yeor Islands Rico Cuba Year Telands Rieo Cuba
Tons Tons
1020.eceeenn.. 646, 816 410,815 3,205,816 || 1031.......... 731,210 471,068 2,101, 140
w3010 0105 | eobdas | 2860338 || sz ITIT 934,536 | 810,887 | 1,725,620

Since the time we were so geterous ax to liberate this istand we huve raived
onr economde barriers agalnst her (to whom we owed * specinl constderation ™)
from a tarliY of 1 cent, as recent as 1014, to the present rate of 2 cents (200
percent of the present world's value of sugar), have tuken oft a taviff of 1.085
on Puerto Rican gugar and have removed a limitation of 800,000 tons from
the production of the Philippines whose sugar output mainly benefits the
Spaniards, from whom we took the islunds, Chinamen amd Filipinos, as they
are the largest producers of sugar, Americans producing but 28 percent of the
Philippine crop, asd well as granting them free aceess to our market, .

Five years ago Cuba began her Herculean effort to stabilize the commodity
which constitutes 80 percent of her wealth,

Three years ago, by a cut in her total production of that year from 4.670,000
to 3,120,000 tons, she succeeded in bringing about an international agreement
among nine nations whose sugar exports constituted 80 percent of totnl world
exports, Last year this production was reduced to 2,600,000 tons, This year
to 2,000,000 tons,

This internntional agreement is entering upon its thivd year and its signa-
torles have reduced world production some 6,500,000 tons and hrought world
production over 2,000,000 tons below world consumption, and to attain these
results, Cuba has made great sacrifices, greater than any other nation in the
agreement,

Prepatatory to this international negotintion Cubn offered American pro-
ducers (cxcepting Flawall, whe tajled to put in an appearance) to Hmit her
introdquction of sugar into the United States to 2,800,000 tous if the other
produeers would stand still at thelr then production, While apparently sym-
pathetic to the proposnl, the Awmerichn antiteust acts torbade such an agree-
ment aud the complete failure of any couerete result from the offer is evidenced
In the table above of Philippine and Puerto Rican increnses,

Cuban imports of American products have been reduced by reason of our
ritining her sugar industry as follows:

o R, $155,882,000 | 1980 ... 03, 561, 000
1028 s 120,849,000 | 108 v 48, 240, 000
IO e 127,000,000 | 1982 . e 28, 366, 000

If direouragement of overproduction and enlightened, and not rapucious,
self-Iinterest 18 to be the order of the day, it cannot be denfed that in this com-
modity Cuba has pointed the way; at a terrible sacrifice and without a whine
Cuba has carrvied the flag. Her American Investors In sugur feel that thelr
and Cuba's initiative and sacrifices in behalf of this industry, are receiving
seant recognition in the present conference.

The American lavestor in Cuban sugar has nothing to do and wants nothing
to do with Cuban polities. It may well he that politienl considevations,
about which he knows nothing and carves less, will induce Cuba to accept the
Judgment of America as to the size of Cuba's quota, but if that quota proves
less than 2,000,000 long tons in raw sugar value, it will not be based upon past
performances, present conditions, or any other rule of fair play, and if less
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than that fizure, and the Cuban delegation rejects it, they cun be assured of
the whole-hearted approval of the Amerlcan producers in thelr island,

If the Cuban delegation gets a suffizient guota to justify their entering a
contract, their continuance in such contract for more than 1 year shouid he
conditioned upon an incrense, durng the year, of Cuba’s preferentinl from the
present 20 percent to not less than 50 percent of the United States toviff,
TioMas L. CHADHOURNE,
SuoreiiaM Horer, -

Washington, July 9, 1933,

The CrammaN, George T. Cobbley. We will give you 15 min-
utes. Do yon think you can complete your statement in that time?

Mr. CoppLey. Yes, sir.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE T. COBBLEY, BLACKF00T, IDAHO, DI-
RECTOR NATIONAL BEET GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION AND PRESI-
DENT OF THE IDAHO BEET GROWERS' ASSOCIATION

Mr. CossLey. The Idaho Beet Growers’ Association. of which I
am president, has a membership of 7,700 growers. I am also a
director of the Nutional Beet Growers’ Association.

In making sugar a basic commodity, and in applying quotas to the
producing areas, the Agricultural Adjustment Administration in
seeking to apply the allotment system. Sugar is not susceptible of
sueh treatment, and this brief statement, while not intended to cover
the entire scope of my testimony, is directed principally to this
proposition.

In the allotment system, as applied by the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, the reductton in acreage is controlled by the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration, and is applied equitably and equally
throughout all producing areas, and all producers in each area.

With respect to sugar the quotas are based upon refined sugar,
and the processing taxes arc to be paid at the refineries. Conse-
quently, in fixing the domestic quota at 1,450,000 tons, the standard
used is the sugar available for the market, The processors of sugar,
in the beet-growing sections, contract each year with the growers to
take all the su(';ar beets the growers shall raise on the number of
acres mentioned in the contract. The result is that the processors
will, of necessity, have regard for the amount of refined sugar to
which they are limited, and will contract for the number of acres
that, in their judgment, will produce the amount of sugur. after
refining, to which each particular processor is entitled. In making
these contracts for a certain number of acres, the processors will not
consider the most favorable year, and assume that a certain average
tonnage per acre of sugar beets will be produced, nor will they take
the least favorable year, but rather, in the exercise of sound-business
judlgment will allow themselves a certain margin of safety in acreage
and in production, and will avoid contracting for more than the
number of acres which can reasonably be expected to provide the
proper amount of refined sugar. This margin of safety will neces-
sarily be arrived at by giving the sugar grower a little the worst
of it, and the reduction in acreage will therefore be somewhat
greater, on a percentage basis, than the rednction in the domestic
quota for sugar from 1,750,000 short tons to 1,450,000 short tons,

The reduction in sugar for domestic producers is a fraction over
17 percent. These domestic processors, therefore, in contracting

.
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with the gfrowers, will, in all probability, make a reduction of ap-
proximately 20 percent. This matter 1s not in and of itself of
extreme importance, but it is an element which is proper to be
condidered. Whatever the reduction in acreage may be, whether
20 percent or more, or less, what is hereafter said will apply with
equal force, ,

Each beet-sugar factory contracts with the farmers in a certain
area, but in all beet-growing sections in the West factories are lo-
cated near each other, and are not separate and individual industries,
but are generally owned by the same company. Since my testimony
can best be understood if applied to actual conditions, I will refer
particularly to southern Idaho. There the Utah-Idaho Sugar Co.
owns factories at Sugar City, another 17 miles south of Rigby,
another 14 miles south at Idaho Falls, another 12 miles south at
Shelley, and another 12 miles south at Blackfoot. Thus within 55
niiles are 5 factories all owned by the same company. The Amal-
gamated Sugar Co. owns a factory at Twin Falls, another 42 miles
east at Bur o}y, and another 8 miles north and east of Burley at
Paul. Each factory of these two companies has its own particular
territory and acreage.

Assuming that each company, the Utah-Idaho Sugar Co. and the
Amalgamated Sugar Co., is faced with a 20-percent reduction, each
will apply it not to a particular factory but to the district which its
chain of factories serves. In applying the reduction it will do so
on a basis of contracts before the beets are planted. The reduction,
where and in the amount applied, will be not in the hands of the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration but in the hands of the
companies owning these factories. Applied to the Utah-Idaho Sugar
Co.. of necessity, a 20-percent reduction would justify, in the inter-
ests of efficiency, the closing of one factory and the handling of the
entire output by the remainder. The Riﬁby factory has not been
operating for sometime, so that the Utah-Idaho Sugar Co. could
very ‘well consider the proposition of running 3 of its remaining 4
factories only, since the territory to be served could probably be
served from the 8 factories, with the required reduction, as well as it
is now served by the 4.

In reducing acreage therefore, the reductions will not be spread
around among all growers, as with the wheat allotment plan, but
rather contracts will not be made with those sections wherein it is
least profitable to ship the beets to the factories. Another element
enters in, however; every factory is not equally efficient. For in-
stance, the Blackfoot factory, one of the oldest factories in southern
1daho, and serving what is probablsy the largest beet-sugar producin
section, obtain an extraction of 288 pounds of sugar to the ton o
sugar beets. The Shelley factory, a more modern factory, obtained
an extraction of 302 pounds. The plans of the Utah-Idaho Sugar
Cowpany contained provisions for the rehabilitation of the Black-
foot factory this year. With the proposed plan in effect, however,
the Blackfoot factorty would, in all likelihood, not be operated next
year, and the Blackfoot growing district would be divided between
the éhelley, Idaho Falls, and Sugar City factories. ,

The first direct effect of the present plan therefore, means the
loss of the program of employment by which this factory would be
rehabilitated this year. Other direct effects will be noted later.
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Keeping the foregoing in mind, the Utah-Idaho Sugar Com-
any will make its 20 percent reduction, by selecting those sections

in southern Idaho, heretofore enFaged in growi?_}g beets, which can
reach these other factories at the least expense, Consequently, whole
communities, such as Aberdeen, Grace, McCammeon, Tyhee, and
Downey, will be eliminated entirely. The allotment idea applied
in such a manner, will leave whole sections unaffected, and will ab-
solutely deny to other sections, equally good from a beet growin
point of view, the right to grow beets. Multiply this situation. It
will follow in every section of the United States that sections hereto-
fore engaged in beet growin%, because of the adaptability of those
sections for such crops, will be denied the right even to plant such
crops. Such a plan, founded on a principle of favoritism and op-
erating to make fish of one section and fowl of another, cannot, and
will not, be successful.

In thus leaving the power to make percentage reductions in the
hands of the processors, and from a practical point of view under
this plan, it cannot be placed elsewhere, the doors are opened wide
for anything but an equal and equitable distribution of the burden.
In the instance I have given, Blackfoot, built up through the years
economically on the basis of the factory located there, wi]l find 1itself
with a closed factory, and the consequent direct loss to the entire
community. Other communities may not gain, and may not lose,
but Blackfoot, Aberdeen, Grace, McCammon, Tyhee, and -Downey
will each be directly affected by the loss entirely of the one in-
dustry most important to those communities., In all these com-
munities, except Blackfoot, the loss will be, the cash crop of sugar
beets. Blackfoot will still have a sugar beet growing section sur-
rounding it and its loss, in this view, will be the closing of the fac-
tory around which that community has been built up. This situa-
tion is not extreme, but is exactly what will happen, and to ascer-
tain its importance, consider that southern Idaho, while a very large
sugar beet producing section, is only a small portion of the sugar
beet producing sections of the United States, and the situation I
have outlined will be multiplied many times.

The situation must be examined somewhat further, however.
While I am using Blackfoot as an example, it is only because it
makes the difficulty clearer, and also because I consider Blackfoot,
and the beet growing section surrounding it, typical of beet growing
sections everywhere. Not only has the city of Blackfoot owed a
large part of its economic growth to the presence of the sugar fac-
tory, but the surrounding farming community has been built up also
on that basis. First, because of the close market for sugar beets;
and second, and equally important, the utilization of the byproducts,
beet pulp, syrup, and sugar beet tops. The close proximity of the
factory makes it possible for the farmers in that community to use
beet pulp, and syrup, obtained at the factory, on their farms. Beet
pulp is an extremely fine food for cattle, sheep and dairy stock.
Syrup, is mixed with hay and likewise is extremely good tor such
purposes and for fattening purposes. :

nder these circumstances, any beet-growing section near a factory
will be built up on the basis of the close proximity of such feed, and
the fact that farmers, with their horses and wagons, without expense
practically, can transport these products to their farms. Neces-

*
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sarily, this will directly affect, and, in fact, will directly cause, a
particular kind of farming, dairying, and so forth. The Blackfoot
farming section, one of the oldest in Idaho has been thus built up,
Take away this ready access for that community to the source of
beet pulp and sirup and you affect directly all farming operations.

At first glance, it is not so emphatically apparent as further con-
sideration shows it to be. Sugar-beet land is not land which can be
kept in a productive state by the use of artificial and manufactured
fertilizers. The land, in the hands of successful farmers, is kept in a
high sugar-beet producing state by a proper rotation in crops. A
certain amount of hay must be raised, and natural fertilization from
a proper number of dairy cows, and other livestock, is an essential.
Without the cheap beet pulp and sirup _for feed, however, the dairy
industry and stock industry in that section will be very seriously im-
paired. Its impairment will cause a lack in demand for hay, and
a consequent loss to the farmers. In fact, the entire plan of agricul-
tural development will be changed. This is in no sense an imaginary
result, but will follow the closing of any sugar factory situated as the
Blackfoot factory is, as certainly as the sun rises and sets.

In my limited statement, therefore, I have sought to drive home
this conclusion: The sugar-beet industry in the United States, from
the very nature of the industry, is not susceptible of having the
allotment plan applied. The application of such a plan will work
unfairly and inequitably everywhere. In many places it will not
hurt either the factory or the grower, as in the example I have given
from southern Idahoj; it will not hurt either Sugar City, Idaho Falls,
or Shelley, either in the towns or in the farming and beet-growing
sections, In other sections, equally entitled to protection by this
Government, namely, Blackfoot, Grace, Aberdeen, McCammon,
Tyhee, and Downey, it will destroy the principal source of com-
munity prosperity, and the principal hope for the future. This is a
tyi))ical example, and will be repeated all over the country.

omestic acreage in the beet-sugar industry cannot be reduced
equally or equitably. No practical measure can be framed which
would bring about an equitable reduction. No code could be pre-
pared that would accomplish this. -

I wish further to call your attention to the fact that it is impossible
to determine in advance what the beet yield will be. The variations
appear in two forms: .

(1) As to the yield per acre. In Idaho the yield per acre varies
from 10 to 13 tons or a percentage between 20 and 25 percent.

(2) As to the sugar content. This varies from 15 to 18 percent of
the beet or in percentage from 15 to 20 percent.

For illustrgtion, assume that the beet content in a given vear is
15 percent with a 10-ton per acre crop. This would produce, under
our contract, 240 pounds per ton of beets. In case the sugar content
is 18 percent with the 10-ton crop, the production would be 290
pounds of sugar per ton of beets.

In case of an overproduction of the quota per individual require-
ment, since sugar beets are perishable, it might entail a very sub-
stantial loss, There should be some plan of permitting carry-overs
in order to do justice to the grower. .

The sugar-beet industry has been a sustaining factor to labor,
and to cut down or curtail production of this industry, at this time,
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would only tend to further place upon the Government the neces-
sity of taking care of many more unemployed. Many thousands
of laborers are now employed, not only in the beet fields and fac.
tories, but in feeding cattle, sheep, and dairy cows; many are also
employed in the coal mines, where this industry, in Idaho alone,
uses several carloads of coal per day when in operation; many are
also employed in quarrying and preparing lime rock and sulphur,
It is a matter of record that in 1932, from this industry alune,
$19,250,000 was paid the Union Pacific Railroad for freight through
the beet-growing territory that it serves, and much of that, of course,
was paid out to labor.

In closing I have only to ask that you gentlemen of this come
mittee face existing facts, and, when you conclude, as you will,
that my statement just made is correct, provide an amendment to
the present bill that will make it operate fairly throughout and not
so unequally as it necessarily will operate in its present form.,
know thiit’ you men of this committee want to be fair and I appeal
to you to consider the facts. The statements 1 have just given you
are correct. This problem cannot be fairly and honorably solved
by further crippling American farmers and labor as would be the
result if the bill, HL.R. 7907, is enacted into law as it is. We plead
that the American sugar-beet farmer and the labor dependent on
him be allowed to supply his country with such quantity of sugar as
can be economically produced in the United States. We should
never permit the enactment of legislation that gives first considera.
tion to foreigners in preference to Americans.

Senator Kine. Let me ask you one question. As I recollect your
geography, and I am rather well acquainted with your State, the
district to which you have referred where the beet-sugar industry is
developed, has a population of between 250,000 and 300,000 people,

Myr. CosBLey. Yes, sir,

Senator Kine, And the cattle and sheep industry there are so
intertwined with the sugar industry that an injury to one would be
an injury to the other?

Mr. CoppLEy. Yes, sir.

Senator Kixg. And that the sugar industry is the basis of the
rattle industry and the sheep industry in part, and of course, fur-
nishes the employment for the great mass of the people in that
district.

Mr. ConBLEY. Yes, sir,

Senator Kixe. And if those factories should be closed down, the
effect must be most serious, indeed, calamitous, to the southern half
of Idaho.

Myr. Cosprey. It would practically destroy the entire industry there
and would also cripple all of our farming operations.

Senator CostreaN. Does your statement imply that you are op-
posed to any domestic stabilization or quota limitation whatever?

Mr. CussLey. I might say this, that we have never been well
enough informed on just what the plan of the Secretary is, but
we feel that there should be no limitation put upon us at this time.
Any limitation that is made should be ma(lle on overseas sugar,

enator CosrteaN. Did the growers whom you represent subscribe
to the so-called * stabilization” agreement which was considered
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last fall—the voluntary agreement which was presented to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture—or were you opposed to that?

Mr. CoeBrey, We were not opposed to it, but those things do not
operate in our country very successfully. We get practically no
benefit out of the wheat allotment or the hog allotment, because
we follow a diversified crop rotation, and we have such small acre-
age of any one crop, that those things do not benefit us materially,

Senator MoApoo. Suppose a quota is applied as proposed here
under this act, would it ll:e based upon a reduction in acreage or a
reduction in production?

Mr. CospLey. I am thoroughly unable to tell you or answer that
question, because I do not know where it could be done. * It could
not be equitably allotted to anything in the shape of sugar, because
it could not go to acreage, because we have such a wide variation
there in the acreage, and every percentage of sugar, that it could
not be controlled that way at all.

Senator McApoo, Is there any other way it could be done?

Mr. CopsrLeY. I think not. I think it could not be done.

Senator MoApoo. Suppose an attempt were made to accomplish
it by a reduction in acreage. Could that be made effective unless
there was some control of fzrtilization, and intensive cultivation?

Mr. CossLeY. It could not; no, sir. ‘ '

Senator McAnco. To what extent do you now use phosphates or
fertilizers in the production of the crop?

Mr. Coserey. Well, I think that about 40 or 50 percent of the
beet farmers until last year tried phosphates, but with very little
results. We have a soil condition there that does not seem to require
that kind of fertilizer. :

Senator McApoo. Do you fertilize at all?

Mr, CossLEY. Only with manure,

Senator Kine. Your fertilizer comes from the excretions from
your cattle, sheep, and horses; is that correct ?

Mr. CosBLEY. Yes, sir.

Senator King. And from the refuse from the beets themselves?

Mr. CopBLEY. Yes, sir.

Senator McApoo. What I want to get at is this fundamental
point. Suppose there were a reduction of about 20 percent in the
acreage on the theory that that would reduce the crop 20 percent,
and there was no control of fertilizer, could you not overcome the
reduction in production by an increased fertilization of this soil ¢

Mr. CoBBLEY. To a certain extent; yes.

Senator McApoo. Could you fertilize enough, in other words, to
produce as much of a crop out of the 80 percent of the acreage as
you did with a less amount of fertilization?

Mr. CosprEY. I would not say as much, but we may increase it
some,

Senator Kine. I omitted to state that in your fertilization, in
addition to the factors that you referred to, was the rvotation of
crops, to renew the soil, and fertilizer.

r. ConeLey. We foilow a very close system of rotation, under
the direction of the Extension Department.

Senator BarLey. Let me ask you a question about this fertilizer
business. Professor Tugwell could issue an order and tell you how
much fertilizer you would use.
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Mr. CosbLey. I doubt if we would accept it if it comes from that
souree. "
Senator BaiLey. Let me see if you would. Let me read this law:

Any person violating any order or regulation of the Secretary of Agriculture
fssued under this section, shall upon convietion be punished by a fine of not
more than $6,000, and by imprisonment of not more than 2 years,

Does that strike you as an agricultural proposition? That is not
an act of Congress. That is just an order. If they issue an order
down the street here and one of you farmers violates it they will
fine you $5,000, and you have got to go to prison, too, for not more
than 2 years. How does that strike you as a remedial act for
agriculture ?

Mr. CospLey. That is a very serious thing.

Senator Bamwey. Do you think the people of your country will
stand for that kind of legislation?

Mr. CosbLey. No; I do not.

Senator Bamey. I do not think they will anywhere else, and 1
thank God that they would not.

Senator CosricaN. May I return to my inquiry as to whether the
wheat growers of Idaho urged the Secretary of Agriculture to sign
the quota agreement last fall?

My, CoseLEY. Yes, sir. They were in favor at one time of the
stabilization agreement. I suppose that is what you refer to.

Senator CosticaN. You are aware that there was limitation in the
stabilization agreement of about 1,750,000 tons.

Mr. CosBLEY. Yes, sir.

Senator Cosi1gaN. For the domestic output.

Mr. CoBBLEY. Yes, sir.

The CrairmaN. Thank you. Mr. Lester J. Holmes, representin
the California sugar beet interests. How much time do you want

STATEMENT OF LESTER J. HOLMES, REPRESENTING CALIFORNIA
SUGAR BEET INTERESTS

My, HoLmes. I will be very brief, Mr, Chairman. I do not in-
tend to read my pamphlet, but merely get some of the vital things
before you—call the attention of the Chair and the committee to
some of the things in which the California beet growers are very
vitally interested.

Senator McAnoo. May I ask you if you are the only representative
here from California?

Mr, HoLmes, I am the only representative here from California.

Senator McApvo. 1 think you had better make your statement as
full as the committee will permit, because 1 think the committee
should get the full case.

; Senator Kina, He is relying upon the able Senator from Cali-
ornia.

The Cuamman. The first witness represented the Sugar Beet
Association, and you represent the industry ¢

Mr. HoumEes. Yes, sir,

The CrairmaN. We want to be fair to everybody, and, I hope
you will be as brief as you can, because there are many witnesses
and some of them will not be heard if you take all of the time.

Mr. Hormes. I will be exceedingly brief, Mr. Chairman. I wish
to call to your attention the very vital facts in which California is

.
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interested in this way: We are second in production of sugar, beet
sugar, in the United States, and our acreage at present is entirely—
1 won’t say entively, but almost entirely--planted. In most cases
& large proportion of this acreage is up, and thinning will start in
some cases next week, We are already making plans for labor, and
necessarily, and disruption of the program is going to be of terrific
importance to the California farmer. If we are going to have to
tear up some of this acreage we are necessarily going to have to
put it into some other crop—beans, onions, or potatoes, or some like
crop—and it is almost getting too late to go into any of those crops.

Bea;xs, on a very small portion of the ground, could be taken
care of.

Senator Gore, Would there by any danger of overproduction in
those crops?

Mr. Horyes. There is a tremendous overproduction of beans at
present, and if there were not a 3-cent duty on Japanese and Man-
churizlm beans, we would be trying to sell our beans for 1 cent a

ound,

P I have here that I should like to file, telegrams which are repre-
sentative from the banks and different branches of the business in
California, and from the different reclamation districts. I would
like to read one from one of those reclamation districts, no. 999,
which is the district in which I live,

CourrLANp, Caur., February 18, 1934,

LisTER J. HOLMES,
President California Sugar Beet Corporation,
Harvington Hotel, Washington, D.C,

~ Reclamation district 009 contains 26,000 acres of which approximately 7,000
acres have been planted to sugar beets for some years past, Sugar beets have
been one crop that consistently met sufficlent returns for farmers to pay interest,
taxes, and assessments, Curtailment in beet acreage would add greatly to
preblems of farmers here. Other crops raised—Dbeans, barley, onlons, and
asparagus—are now in surplus and prices inadequate. Urge that every effort
be made to save the acreage for our farmers,
Gus OLsox, Trustee, District 999,

Senator Kina. That is not a Federal reclamation district?

Mr. Homes. No, sir; that is a private reclamation district.

Senator Kixe. Under your State law.

Mr. Hormes, Under our State law; yes, sir.

Senator CostigaN. Do you happen to recall what price the farmers
recieved for beets per ton at the last crop?

Mr. HoLmes, The average price runs about $5.25. That is one
thing that I wish to call your attention to, gentlemen of the com-
mittee. This program as outlined by the Secretary contemplates a
base price of $6.57. We in California sell our beets for sugar con-
tent; in other words, we sell our sugar per ton. It is computed back
to the price of beets. A 15 percent beet, for instance, at 3.5 cents
a pound will bring $4.20, and 20 percent beets, which is not an
abnormal content at all, but almost average, $5.81: hence the great
difficiilty of applying this tax. I just merely wished to call that
to your attention as one of the many difficulties.

Senator Kixg, What is your average tonnage per acre?

Mr. HoLmes. I think over the State the average will be around
$13 or $14 tons to the acre. The sugar content last year was 17.6—
1952—a very high sugar content.
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Senator Kine. And if you had that content and you had 7 or 8
tons to the acre, that would give you over $100 per acre.

Mr. Houmes, Yes, sir; approximately. The returns on sugar
beets in California have been in the past years very favorable.

Senator King. Even with the low price.

Mr. HoLMmes, Even with the low price. I mentioned the fact that
if we go into these other crops, we are absolutely going to destroy
the balance, and with our great variety of crops in California, if we
apply the same basic principle to these crops as we are to sugar,
we are going to just go out of the picture, because they could be
classed as the expensive crops, too.

We are called inefficient. I just wonder what is meant by the
term “ ineflicient ”, as the Secretary used it. It is a well-known fact
that the tariff in the United Stutes on sugar permits us to have the
lowest price to the consumer, and yet in the face of this, the sugar-
beet farmers have met the price of the world price at all times. I
just merely wish to call that to your attention and wonder on what

asis we are termed inefficient.

Senator Gone. You say you produce it as cheaply as anywhere
¢lse, but you meet the competition abroad. That is due to the 2-
cents-a-pound tariff, isn’t it .

Mr. Horyes. To a certain extent the 2-cent tariff is a plicable,
but the full 2-cent tariff—the Cubans have not availed tﬁemselves
of the full 2-cent tariff. As the world price on sugar raw in 1932
was only 2.92, if they availed themselves of the full 2 cents, they
certainly sold their sugar below the cost of production.

We endorse the amendments that have been introduced by Mr.
Kearney, representing the National Beet Growers’ Association, and
believe that, inasmuch as the beet farmers of the United States
are on a real, definite, firm basis, that we should not be curtailed,
and the balance of our production be given to a foreign country.
We believe that we should have first rights to the American market.

Senator Kixe. Do you think there should be opportunity for
expansion in the development of beet sugar?

Mr, Hor.mes, I think there should be a proportionate advance in
our sugar production; yes, sir. I wish to file, Mr, Chairman, a
copy of a letter from the National City Bank, dated October, 1933,
more particularly on ({mge 157, beginning, “ Cuba and Sugar *, and
containing some six-odd pages.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you want all of that printed ?

Mr. HoLyes. Yes, sir. All of that article is very, very important.

The Cramman. All right.

Senator McApoo. Just that portion of the pamphlet ?

Mpr. HornEes. Yes, sir,

The CHAIRMAN. Is that fortion marked that yon want printed?

Mr. Hormes. Yes, sir. It is entitled “ Cuba and Sugar *, begin-
ning on page 157. )

(The excerpt referred to will be found at the conclusion of Mr.
Holmes’ testimony.)

Mr, HoLME:. And I wish also to file a brief more or less covering
the situation. '

The Cramyax, All right,
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Senator Cosriaan. Did the California producers whom you repre-
. sent, subscribe to the so-called “ quota ” agreement of last fall, pre-
sented to the Secretary of Agriculture for his signature

Mr. HoLmes. My own association did not.

Senator CostigaN. Did you oppose it ?

Mr. HoLmes, Passively.

Senator CosricaN. Did you take any part in the preparation and
submission of that stabilization agreement?

- Mr. Houmes, 1 attended both of the hearings, in June and August,
in Washington,

Senator VanpeNsera. May I ask one question? If you start with
the comment that the Cuban tariff is going to be reduced, anyway,
regardless of the balance of this scheme and you confront the
necessity for marking under that reduced tariff, would you think,
under those circumstances, that stabilization quotas, protecting ex-
isting plant facilities in the United States would be ilelpful?

Mr. Houmes. I can answer that this way: We believe that the
American farmer is entitled to protection from foreign countries
dumping their sugar in this market.

Senator VANDENBERG. So do I: but assume that you are going
to have a tariff reduction, does that create a situation which you can
protect yourself against through some type of fair quota allocation?

Mr. Hormrs. I believe the beet growers are willing to go ahead
on some definite basis if we knew exactly what that basis is, but
to date, we have not had what we consider a fair proposition sub-
mitted to us. .

Senator VanpeNBERG. I think that is so, but I do not believe you
quite get my point. If we admit that the tariff is going to be reduced,
irrespective of this legislation, is there then some legislation which
in your judgment would be helpful? '

Mr. HoLMEes. Yes, sir. I think that we more or less cover that in
the amendments that have been submitted by Mr. Kearney.

Senator VANDENBERG. I have not seen your amendments.

The Cran vaN, The main thing that you oppose is a curtailment
of the presen. production of sugar beets in your country?

Mr. HoLmEes. Yes, sir.

Senator King. And if there should be any curtailment, you assume
it is only temporary, as was indicated by the fact that it was stated
that this Agricultural Adjustment Act is only temporary, but is
not a permanent policy.

Mr. Homes. It would have to be absolutely temporary.

Senator King. You believe, with the growth of the country and
the development of population, that there should be a proportionate
increase of sugar to meet the domestic needs of the country?

Mr. Houmes, Yes, sir.

Senator Gore. Do you think this Agrienltural Adjustment Act is
telﬂ)oraryi

. Hormes, That is beyond me to answer, Senator,

The Cuamrman. Thank you very much.

Senator McApoo. Just a moment. You stated that California was
the second beet sugar producer of all the States.

Mr. HoLmes. Yes, sir. ‘



<

SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES 75

Senator McApoo. What is the first? Colorado?

Mr. Hormes. Colorado is the first.

Senator McApoo. What was the total production in California
last year?

Mr, Houyes. Something over 200,000 short tons.

Senator MoAboo. Two hundred thousand short tons?

Mr. HoLmes, Yes, sir. ‘

Senator McApoo. Do you believe that if the tariff were reduced
one half a cent a pound, for instance, 1.5.cents a pound, that there
could be any allocation that would be desirable and that you would
be benefited by that? :

Mr. HoLmes. You mean an allocation of acreage, or allocation of
money from the tariff ¢ . '

Senator McApoo. T am talking about an allocation of acreage or
an allocation of production.

Mr. Houmes. I am afraid if there is any allocation of production,
it would seriously injure us in our farming proposition that we have
set up.

Serlljator McApoo. Suppose you were compensated for that by a
processing tax. Could that be practically applied ¢

Mr. HoLmes. In view of the range of discrepancy in the amount
of sugar per ton, I fail to see how it can be applied equitably. We
do not sell on a flat basis.

Senator McApoco. Would you be willing to submit for California—
assuming this year’s crop is not interfered with because it has been
planted and cannot be altered—would you be willing to submit for
California & temporary arrangement of this character limited by
statute for, say, 2 years? :

Mr. HoLmes. If they limit it to this statute, and they make an
equitable basis, California has got to be curtailed. We cannot hold
our acreage up and expect—-—

Senator McApoo (interrupting). That is what I say. Would you
be willing to submit to a 2-year period of allocation reduction as
proposed in the President’s message and contemplated in this bill?
The bill does not provide for 2 years, but I am just presenting that
as a suggestion.,

Mr. Hormes. I would say, Senator, that in view of the protests,
and so forth, that come from the people at home, that I could not
alter Ty position that we must be allowed to go on as we are at

resent,
P Senator Kine. You have in mind, do you not, I won’t say the
parable, but the Persian statement about the camel getting its nose
mto the tent. [Laughter.]

The Crammman, Thank you very much.

Senator Gore. What is your acreage? Just that one question,

Mr. Hor.mEs. 1933 acreage was 108,000. In 1934, the acreage will
be approximately the same. I have not the comg)lete figure,

Senator Gore. And your tonnage is how much? :

Senator McApoco. Two hundred and eighty-nine thousand in
1933-34. :

"Mr. HoLmes. I Igave the figures to the Senator this morning.

Senator Gore. I thought you said you raised it.
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Mr. Houmes. That is in refined sugar, Senator. That is not the
tonnage of sugar beets.

Senator McApoo. The total with the sugar production.

Mr. HouuEes. Yes, sir. Our average sugar per acre is about 4,650
pounds of sugar per acre. _

Senator Gore. What is the tonnage of the beets?

Senator McApoo. Two hundred and eighty-nine thousand nine
hundred and two tons of raw sugar. .

Senator Gore. It was stated this morning something over a mil-
lion tons of raw beets.

The CaarmMaN. Thank ‘g'ou very much.

(The witness, Holmes, filed the following telegrams in connection
with his testimony :)

' SAN FRANCISC0, CALIF., February 19, 1934

LEsTER J. HOLMES,

President Central California Beet Growers’ Association,
Washington, D.C.;

As president of the River Lines, which is largest California inland water
carrier, and as a large owner in reclamation district no. 3807, comprising 6,000
acres, greatest portion which annually farmed to sugar beets, I am naturally
very familiar with sugar-beet problem in California., This industry spends far
greater sums for planting, cultivating, irrigating, and harvesting than most
crops, and it would not only be unfair to the industry to curtail its production
but an economic loss as well, because the acreage curtailed would go into other
crops, thus adding to their problems of overproduction. W. P. D

. P. DWYER.

SACBRAMENTO, CALIF.,, February 19, 1934,
LesTtER HOLMES,
Washington, D.C.:

Farmers in §8 reclamation districts represented by the associntion are vitally
concerned in fixing sugar quotas, Fovr past few yeary beet crop has carried
many farmers, saving them from ruin; consider planting restrictions unjust,
further increasing burden on heavily taxed lands. Would appreciate your
using influence against proposed guotas.

FLooD CONTROL ASSOCIATION OF SACRAMENTO AND SAN JOAQUIN RIVERS SYSTEM,
A, F. TURNER.

SACRAMENTO, CALIF., February 19, 1934,
Lester J. HoLMES, * ’
President Central California Beet Qrowers Association,
. Washington, D.C.:

Sacramento Insurance Exchange composed of 50 representative firms vigor-
ously protest reduction in sugar-beet acreage. More labor used and more
dollars per acre spent on pay rolls than any other tield crop. California
pay roll of nearly three millions, immense stabilizing influetice to agriculture
{)his1 vicinity. Every member our organization affected, as is every other local

usiness.
SACRAMENTO INSURANCE EXCHANGE.
H. J. TuieLEN, Sccretary.

.

SacramenTOo, CALIF, February 19, 1934
LesTER J. HOLMES,
President California Beet Growers Association: -

Sugar-beet growers and farmers of California vigorously protest any re-
duetion in sugar-beet acreage. No other farm industry provides as much
man power per acre., The United States produces only 25 percent of its re-
quirements; reduction in acreage is not justified.

. THoMAB McCORMACK,

- Member of Californta Legislature, Distriot 15,
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. WoobpLAND, CALIF.
" L. J. HOLMES,
President Central California Beet Growers Assooiation,
) Washington, D.C.;

Am secretary or attorney for five reclamation districts comprising 80,000
acres sugar-beet crop. One bright spot of depression this e¢rop not overproduced.
Curtailment thereof would throw more land overproduced crops adding to
chaotic conditions in such crops and destroying stability emjoyed by beet

growers,
ARTHUR B. Eppy.

SACRAMENTO, CALIF.,, February 18, 198},
LEsTER J. HOLMES, .
President Central California Beet Growers Assoctation,
Washington, D.C.:
We strongly oppose any curtailment of sugar-beet acreage. Any curtailment
of sugar beet means the land will be planted to other crops now heavily over-
produced. Sugar beets employ more farm labor than other crops that would

be substituted therefor. -
SACRAMENTO CLEARING HOUSE ASSOCIATION,

SACRAMENTO, CALIF, February 19, 1934,
LESTER HOLMES,
Washington, D.C.:

This entire section views with alarm posstbility curtailment sugar-beet pro-
duction, Present production far from sufficient to take care present demand.
In addition, sugar-beet production employs more labor per acre than most any
other agricultural crop. Use every effort to prevent success of plan.

Cryoe H. BRAND.

WooprAND, CALIF.,, February 19, 1934.
L. J. HoLMES,
President Central California Beet GQrowers Association, S
Washington, D.C.:

Firm of Armfleld & Eddy, of which I am member, represents five reclama-
tion districts. Beet growing in this area has materially stabilized position of
many landowners during depression. Curtailment of this crop will destroy this
stability and will cast more land to overproduced crops, thus aggravating de-
moralized condition in latter crops.

ELMER W, ARMFIELD,
President Bank of Woodland,

# Woodland, Yolo County, Calif.

SacraMENTO, CALIF,, February 19, 193},
LESTER J. HOLMES,
Washington, ND.C.:

Sugar-beet industry provides one of most valuable and stable of all agricul-
tural crop returns to California furmers, and indirectly to members and com-
munity prosperity. Therefore, we urge no sugar-beet acreage curtailment to
pérmit inerensed sugar importation, penalizing Amerfcan farmer and merchant
and laborer alike to benefit foreign producer,

SACRAMENTO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
A. 8. DubLEY, Sec:etlary.

FEBRUARY 19, 1934,
LestiR J. HoLMBS,
Washington, D.C.:

Any curtaflment in sugar-beet production will release beet land for other
crops now overproduced. Sugar beets only crop which has had satisfactory
market and has brought steady income to growers, Effect of reduction great
blow to recovery here.

42381—34——@ Pickerr & ROTHHOLZ,
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(The witness, Holmes, filed the following sgatement:)

SuppLEMENT No. 1 10 TEsTIMONY OF Lbster J. HoLmEs, CONSISTING OF His
STATEMENT BrFORE HOUSE AGRICULTURAL ('OMMITTRE

The beet growers of the State of California join wiih the sugar-beet pro-
ducers of other States in protesting against certain provisions of the bill
now under consideration by this committee. The provisions of the bill which
relate to the manner of setting quotas would allow the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, If he were unfriendly to cuv industry, to go back to the years 1920,
1926, and 1927, at which time, admittedly, we had a low production of sugar
while, on the other hand, our importations from Cuba were at their peak.

California can be said te be one of the ploneers in the sugar industry, as
it was there the first successful factory was built; in the year 1888-89. The
success of the sugar-beet industry in the United States dates from that period.
Since that time, under skiliful leadership and Government encouragement and
cooperation, the industry has grown steadily. not spasmodieally, until we
reached, in 19388, the largest beet-sugar tonnage ever produced in the United
States. Not only have large factories been erected, each costing approximately
$1,000,000, with their necessary equipment, including in several cases raii-
rouds, but also the farmers have steadily purchased machinery, invested money
in new land, and, in general, have made the beet industry in these various
States a larger farming operation., Today the sugar-beet industry is regarded
as one of the most stable of our farming operations.

The farmer has planted beets and is using them in a regular system of
rotation. Machinery has been bought upon the basis of so many acres of
sugar beets per year., All other plans have been made along this same line,
In fact, the farmers’ whole scheme of production has been bused on the theory
that by planting so many acres of sugar beets he knew that he was going to
get a certnin cash return from that amount of ground. Our scnle of living
has been based vpen those prineiples.

Now we are faced with the prospect of an arbitrary reduction, imposed
by the Government of the United States. Not only will the individual farmer
lose a certaln amount ¢of income from this curtailment, but the other effects
arve going to be far-reaching., Labor has come to look to the beet crop for
cmployment. The sugar beet crop requires more labor per acre than any
other crop of compnrable size in continental United States. Nnt only would
labor suffer from the curtailment, but the manufacturer and the wholesaler
would feel the reduction to a great extent. I wixh to introduce typleal evi-
dence as to the concern with which cur people regard these proposals, in the
form of telegrams from men representing a cross-section of our business and
industrial life, as well as farmers.

I contend that it is our right and privilege as American citizens that we
shall have the first opportunity to supply the American market to an efficient
and economieal point, which we in the industry contend has not yet been
reached, and that any curtailment imposzed by our Government is in violation
of these rights, .

The statement is made many times that the sugar-beet industry is a “ neces-
sarily expensive industry” by reaxon of a duty ot 2% cents a pound imposed
on foreign sugar, Under our treaty arrangements Cuba has preferential of
20 percent, or 50 cents per hundred. The actual income from sugar beets is
placed at about $60,000,000 for the year 1933-34. 1In setting this value, those
making the calculation failed to take into consideration the amount of feed
for livestock, shieep. and cattle, the value of the beet pulp and molasses used
as feed for fattening, or the value of the manure for fertilizer to keep not
only the sugnr beet ground, but a large portion of the ranch up to proper
fertility, and the rotative value of the crop to the soil. When these are con-
sidered, it is clear that the value of the sugar-beet crop to the United States
is far more than $60,000,000. In addition, there is the value of the labor,
freight, supplies, ete,, necessary to the manufucture of beet sugar. Had these
been taken into account the total value of the beet crop in 1933-34 would
approach $150,000,000.

The plan provides that Cuba shall have an incrensed quota inte the United
Stutes of approximately 300,0C0 tons more than she sent into this country in
1933, Admitting that the Cubans are in distress we maintain that we are not
responsible for their condition. We produce only about 25 percent of the
consumption of sugar in the United States. :



SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC OOMMODITIES 79

Let us go back and study the history of sugar prices in relation to the
domestic sugar-beet crop. It has always been noted tbat when beet sugur
is off the market then the price immediately starts to rise. As an example of
thix, let us go back to the year 1920 and look through the various months at
the price of sugar., In 1920, we were producing less than a million long tons
of sugar. At that time sugar was a commodity of fairly high price. On
January 2, 1920, it was quoted at 12,76 per hundred pounds. By March 30,
the price had risen to 13.34, at which time the domestic beet crop was de-
pleted. From then on the market increuxed steadily until May 19, the price was
governed by Cuba alone and has risen to $23.50 per hundred pounds, at which
price world sugar came in over the full tariff and started the price downward.
By the middle of September our new crop of beet sugar was then available
for distelbution, On September 30, the price bad dropped to $9.06, dropped
on an average of about 1% cents a pound a montl, until by the time we had
beet sugar in full access to the consumer the pricy/ had dropped to $5.32 per
hundred pounds.

This tinal price happens to be just 6 cents helow the average price for the
year mentioned, which was 11.85 cents. For this period the Cuban interests
exported into our country 2,800 tons. Figuring this at 6 cents per pound we
find that the American public was gouged in 1920 alone by the tervific sum oi
$336,000,000,

I merely wish to call this to your attention: That had we at that time a
sugar crop produced in the United States equal to the 1933 production, the
price of sugar probably never would have risen above 514 cents. The same
effect was had in 1911, only in a lesser degree as to price fluctuation. I quote
from Mv. Walluce P. Gray,. of Willet & Gray, at a special hearing before a
committee of the House of Representatives in 1012

* The moment our American beet-sugar production became available on the
market, the rise stopped, and owing entirely and totally to the American pro-
(lui(ztlon, refined sugars were 1% cents lower than they were at the highest
point,”

The sugar-beet crop in the United States is the only guarantee that the con-
;sutmerst have that they will not again be gouged by foreign and tropical
nterests,

Not only does the American beet-sugar production protect the consumer
against price manipulations, but it also protects the country as a whole in
times of national emergency. I have twice answered my country’s call to
arms, and I am a thorough believer fn preparedness, It seems to me only
good sense that we should produce in continental United States a reasonable
proportion of the sugar we used for consumption. Certainly 30 percent of our
consumption is the very minimum that we should produce on the continent as
u safeguard against any shortage of supplies if sugar from tropical sources
were cut *off,

A greut deal has been said about the prices of sugar, yvet let us look the
situation squarely in the face, The duty-paid price of raw sugar for the year
1932 averaged only $2.92 per hundred, yet 1t has been estimated by those who
should know that to properly raise and process a pound of sugar in Cuba costs
about $2 per hundred pounds of 96° raw sugar, and even that does not con-
template the American standard of living. In other words, Cuba in her desirve
to market sugar in the United States, actually sold about $1.08 below cost, thus
producing ruin not only for Cuba, but for the American farmer as well,

In view of the fact that it has been stated that this is necessarily an
expensive industry, let us consider briefly the tariff on certain commodities
grown in the Middle West, which the Sccretary of Agriculture hapes to raise
in large quantities and sell to Cuba., The tariff on corn is 25 cents per bushel
of 56 pounds, Using as a base 100,000,000 acres of corn with an average yield
of 27 bushels per acre, we have a totnl annual production in the United States
of 2,700,000 bushels, Apparently the tariff on this commodity is costing the
people of the country $675,000,000 a year. Who can deny, were it not for
this tariff of 26 cents a bushel, that our corn could be more cheaply raised in
the Argentine, and other countries and shipped to our various seaboard towns
for feed and the various other uses to which corn is put. What would become
of our great feeding industries? Certainly they would be moved from the
Middle West to the seaboard where cheaper corn could be obtained.

Again, what about hogs? There is a duty of 6 cents a pound on hogs. and
who can. say but what the consumer is unknowingly paying this tax? In
the case of beef there is a 6 cents a pound tariff protectlon, and on top of
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that there is a virtual embargo on frozen Argenttne beef by reason of the
fact that in previous yeurs an outbreak of hoof-and-mouth disease occurred
there. On these various commodities a processing tax has been levied with
the iden of passing that tax on to the consumer, thus materially raising' the
retail price. In the case of sugar, however, the intention is not to pass on
the tax to the consumer, but in violation of all precedents the tux i¥ to be so
. set that the price to the consumer will not rise. The farmer must tuke lesy
from the processor to keep business on the usual basis, We are putting a
finished product on the table tn every hume. a product which does not require
further preparation, for a price less than 6 cents a pound. Any of these other
articles—bheef, hogs, corn—are not in finished shape but must of necessity be
further processed, or money spent for cooking or preparing for human con-
sumption. Yet we are accused of heing a ‘‘necessarily expensive industry.”

For the sake of comparison 1 would like to mention a few other crops that
would be placed in the position of sugar if this revolutionary policy is carried
out. We grow in the United Stutes about 2,000,000 acres of flax, This product
enjoys a tariff protection of 65 cents a bushel, I leave it to you—how much
ehe{aﬂp‘?r would be our oil for paints and cattle feed if it were not for this
ety

What is to be sald about some of the vegetable crops? Tomatoes, for in-
stance, are protected by a turiff of 7 cents a pound. 1If this protection were
removed what would happen to the great California green-vegetable aren.
What about Florida, the panhandle of Texas, and Arizona? Is this Govern-
ment prepared to say to these growers: “Too bad, American farmers, but we
cuan buly th'f.se products much cheaper from Mexico and other Latin-American
countries ™'? *

Again, what use are we to make of the land which would be freed by the
curtailment of the sugar-beet crop, or perhaps even the cntire elimination of
the industry? Shall we plant these acres to potatoes? New England States
think about our cutting thelr market away from them? Then shall we plant
leans? Beans today are a drug on the market, and if it were not for a 3-cent
auty the country would be flooded with Manchurian and Japunese beans.
Certainly Texas and Indiana would be greatly alarmed to see our fertile acres
planted to onions, for we could produce tremendous crops of this vegetable on
some of our irrigated lands, '

I have not picked these crops to speak disparagingly of them or to hold
them up as horrible examples. I merely want to eall your attention to the
fact that their production would logically have to be abolished if we applied
to them the same principle which this bill proposes to apply to sugar. If not
enttrely abolished, we would have to drastieally reduce production for Japanese
and Manchurian beans, for Mexican tomatoes, and so on down the list, Mr,
Chairman, and members of the committee, some of you gentlemen come from
distriets in which these crops are an important factor. I cannot conceive of
your voting to take away from your farmers these sources of income. As
far ax the best farmers are concerned, any wholesale disruption of the present
situation must necessarily mean that our standard of living will be lowered,
and we ask: “ Will it be lowered eventually to the standard of the tropical or
oriental family “? I believe in all fairness that the administration does not
wish that on us.

If we join the basic commodity group, my understanding is that we cannot
plant any other basic crop or any other erop that would compete with it, Our
only change. then iz to plant some of these other crops, which at the present
are making a fair living, but the added production of approximately 200.000
acres at thiz time would entirely destroy the balance between supply and
demand of these crdps, and seriously fnjure the farmer and his family on these
projects, not to mention what would actually happgn when the complate average
is outlawed, We fn California are still further distressed. The tulk of our
acreage is planted-—a good proportion of this planted acreage Is up. Our crop
system for the season of 1934 has been entirely completed. It is now too late
in most cases to swing these acres to some other crop which would provide
taxes and interest, except possibly beans.

We belteve, in view of the fact that we, as a Nation, are only producing ap-
proximately 25 percent of the sugar consumed in this Nation, that it is wrong
in principle and entirely un-American to demand that we curtnil our produc-
tion and lower our standard of living in order that foreign troplcal countries
and island dependencies may be give our market,
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SuppLEMENT No, 2 170 TESTIMONY OF LESTER J. HOLMES, CONSISTING OF A LETTER
‘ FROM THE NATIONAL CITY BANK, DATED OCTOBER 1933

CUBA AND BUGAR

The newspapers have carried full reports of the upheaval in Cuba and attend-
ant circumstances, and there is no need for us to comment upon the political
situation which has arisen, beyond saying that at no time since the inde-
pendence of Cuba was established has there been in this country any senti-
ment worth mentioning in favor of the annexation of the country to the United
States,

The history of the sovereignty of Spain in Cuba is one of many vicissitudes.
Not to express an outside judgment, the colonial administration was very
unsatisfactory to the Cubans, and in 1868 a rebellion broke out which lasted
10 years, and constuntly threatened to involve the United States. The war was
practically a stalemate, and pence was finally established by the promise of
certain reforms. Another rebellion broke out in 1895, and proceeded incon-
clusively, but was attended by -great suffering and loss of life to the population
until the United States intervened in 1808, The humediate impuise to this
action was given by the blowing up of the United States battleship Maine in
the harbor of Habana, by unknown parties with the loss of 260 lives. Our
Government based its action upon the broad ground that from the standpoint
of the nearest neighbor, and with the consideration for human misery that is
always due, the situation in Cuba was both hopeless and intolerable, It
explicitly disclnimed any purpuse to control the island, except for its pacifiea-
tion, and the treaty of peace with Spain by which the latter relinquished its
authority, fully recognized that the existing occupntion of the island by the
United States was temporary and preliminary to the establishment of Cuban
independence,

In the treaty between the United States and Cuba by which the relations
between the two countries were defined, which was ratified by a constituational
convention, the independence of Cuba was acknowledged by the United: States,
but Cuba complied with the wishes of the United States by making certain
agreements, which in substance were, not to make any treaty or compact with
a foreizn government that would impair its own sovereignty over any part
of the island, not to contract any public debt the interest upon which, with
sinking-fund provisions, could not be rvegularly met from the revenues, that
it would sell or lease lands for certnin United States coaling or naval stations,
continue certain sanitation works necessury to protect the jorts of the United
States from the importation of contagious disenses, to defer the disposition of
the Isle of Pines until a later time, ete, and, most important of all, the
following:

The Government of Cubn consents that the United States may exercise the
right to intervene for the preservation of Cuban independence, the maintenance
of a government adequate for the proteetion of life, property, and individual
liberty, and for discharging the obligation with respect to Cuba.

There are persons so prejudiced that they interpret any utterance in favor
of the maintenance of public order or the protection of property as favoritism
to “business” or the “ money power ”, oblivious to the fact that the mnss of
the people are dependent upon the activities of business for a livelihood. What-
ever differences of opinton there may be now as to the wisdom of the above
provision, the authors undoubtedly intended it to be helpful to (‘uba, They
were apprehensive that among a people inexperienced in self-government a
state of disorder might arise, possibly invoiving social conditions as serious
as those which had prompted the United S:ates to intervene, The intention
was to give assurance to the world that order would he malntnined in the
fsland, with protection to life and -property, and to discourage attempts by
discontented elements to overthrow a lawful government by force.

The Government of the United States under all administvations has sought
‘0 promote order and good governmunt in Cubn by friendly counsel and
mediatlon. One intervention under the treaty cecurred in 1906 and Jasted
until 1909, but the Government was manned mainly by Cubans during this
werfod. By its original self-denying declaration upon entering the war, hy
‘reaty with Cuba after peace was established, by Its withdrawnl after the
ntervention, by the settlement of the controversy over the Isle of Pines
n favor of Cuba, and by its consistent policy throughout to the present dny,



82 SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES

the Government of this country has given sufficient proof that it has no de-
signs upon Cuba. The natural desive of the people of Cuba to govern them.
selves has been, is, and will be resented by the people and the public authorities
of this country,

ECONOMIC RELATIONS

Notwithstanding the unimpeachable record of the United States, as recited
above, the people of the United States should recognize that they have n lnrge
responsibility for the state of turmetl, disorder, and human suffevirg which
has existed in Cuba in recent years and for the unhuppy conditions existing
there now. For those troubles have been and remain primarily economie,
and Cuba is economically dependent upon the United States.

The natural products of the United States and Cuba are almost wholly
complementary, not competitive, The chief produet of Cuba is sugur und in
the 5 years 1924-28 it constituted 84 percent of the value of all the island's
exports.

Sugar is found in many plants, but the commercial produet is almost wholly
from two, the sugarcane and the sugar beet. The former is a natural product
of the Troples, and for this reason utilizes the sun's rays in the making of
sugar more effectively than does the sugar beet, which is a developed product
of the Temperate Zone, Comumercinl production from beets dates from the
time of Napoleon Bonaparte, Until then Europe had obtuined its sugar from
the Troples, chiefly the West Indies, but when in Napoleon’s wars with England
the latter overcame the French Navy, the Freneh Emperor founded the beet-
sugar industry by a system of subsidies to provide a domestic supply. The
same motive, i.e., to have an assurgd supply In the event of war, has prompted
nearly all of the European countries to foster the beet-sugar industry,

A NATURAL TRADE

If Providence had been planning for the cheapest possible supply of sugar”
for the great population which one day would occupy the United States, it
could not, within the range of human knowledge, have done better than by
placing the island of Cuba preecisely where it is with the soil and climate
that it possesses. On the other hand, the chief agricultural products of the
United States never have been grown in Cuba in quantities sufficient for the
home consumption, and the country is lacking in both the capital and trained
Iabor to supply its own manufacturers. Thus there is the basis for a mutually
advantageous exchange of products, and it developed from an early day.
For a long time such import tariffs as were imposed by the two countries
were designed to raise revenues for the governments rather than to restrict
trade. However, our sugar duty gave a stimulus to sugar production in this
country, first from cane in Louisiuna, lately from cane in Florlda, years ago
from beets in California and the plains region of the West, and more recently
as far east as Ohlo,

As the home production inereased, the agitation for more protection increased,
until the rate of duty became 1.68% cents per pound under the Dingley Act
of 1897, but this was reduced under the reciprocity act of 1803 to 1.348 cents.
This act was carried through Congress by the earnest support, first of Prestdent
McKinley, and then President Theodore Roozevelt and his Seeretary of State,
Elihu Root, each of whom urged that not culy was it a sound national policy
to maintain intimate relations with Cuaba both politically and economically,
but that we were virvually pledged to that policy already by the terms of the
treaty which this country had practically dictated, The United States had
obtained a distinetly preferred position in Cuba over any other country, in-
cluding the right to maintain a naval station at Guantanamo, a strategic
position for the defense of the Panama Canal and practically making the south
shore of Cuba this country’s first Mne of defense in the event of our having a
war with any other country,

. The reciprocity treaty went into effect in December 1903. It gave Cuban
sugar a concession of 20 percent from the duty levied upon all other foreign
sugar coming into the United States, In exchange for satisfactory concessions
made by Cuba on importations from this country. On the strength of this,
large sums of Cuban, American, and other foreign capital were invested in Cubu
in various enterprises, but especinlly in the rehabilitation and development
of the sugar industry, which seemed to have been placed on a sure basis. It
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‘may be fairly said that the treaty was intended to establish a permanent
basis for intimate business and political relations,

THE EFFECTS OF THE WAR UPON SUGAR

The price of sugar was controlled during the war, and when the control was
taken off the markets for a time were in great confusion, The war devastated
the beet-sugar regions of several European countries, and European production
fell from about 8,000,000 tons in the crop year 1913-14 to 2,594,000 in 1919-20.

The obvious deficit in supplies started competitive buying in all markets. Not
only did dealers scramble for supplies, but large consumers and even families
sought to accumulate stocks, with the result that in the spring of 1920 Cuban
raws sold in New York as high as 23.57 cents per pound. This, however, was
without reckoning with the consmmer and it soon developed that there was
plenty of sugar at the price, Seventeen countries shipped sugar to the United
States in that year, with resulting disaster to the sugar trade. Indeed, sugar
became a drug on the market, the raw commodity falling below 2 cents in
New York. Later the price recovered moderately, on account of the deficit in
European production, but the beet sugar mflls of Europe were rebuilt rapidly
with larger capacity than before, and from that time on the sugar industry all
over the world was sinking into deep depression,

The countries that were producing sugap for a part of thelr supply were
induced by the low prices to protect their domestic producers by increasing
import duties, and this production was liberal enough to stimulate further
expansion, with the result that total world production tncreased despite the
low prices./ F'rom 18,460,000 tons in 1918-14, it rose to about 24,000,000 tons in
1924-25 and to 28,480,000 tons in 1930-31, and the exporting countries like
Cuba and Java found their former markets belng closed against them,

THE FATE OF CUBA

The sugar industry in Cuba bas been developed with special reference to the
United Stntes market, which was practically assured to it by the reciprocity
trenty, as against all other foreign sugars, But with the increase of our im-
port duties in 1920, 1921, and 1928 production in the United States, Puerto Rico,
Hawalii, and the Philippines increased rapidly, At the date of the reciprocity
treaty the productiont of beet sugar in the United States was less than 200,000
tons, and of all duty-free sugar, fncluding the cane product of Louisinna,
Puerto Rico, the Hawalian Islands, and the Philippine Islands, less than 1,000,-
000 tons, By the end of the World War the aggregate had increased to 2,000,000
tons; the 1925-26 crop was 2,600,000 tons and that of 1929-30 8,450,000 tons.
In the latter year, the Hawley-Smoot revision of the tariff raised the general
sugar duty to 2.8 cents per pound, which made the reciprocity rate 2 cents.
Under its influence the production of the duty-free sugars has inereased each
year until for the current year it is esthimated at about 4,250,000 tons.

It should be understood that so long as any part of the sugar supply of the
United States must he imported, the market price for atl the domestic produc-
tion is tixed by the price ruling for the imported supplies. In other words, the
domestic and insular sugars sell jJust low to crowd out the quantity of Cuban
sugar. The Cuban production had reached about 2,500,000 tons before the war
and thereafter increased steagdily to about 5,000,000 tons in 1924-25 and repeated
shis in 1928-29, but since then under drastic governmental control the crop
has been steadily reduced to about 2,000.000 tons in the present year. This has
meant ruin and distress to the people of Cuba. The price of Cuban raws in
New York Harbor, preduty, has heen below 2 cents in every year since 1929
and touched the low point 0.57 cent, in 1932, It is now about 1.60 cents., Al-
most continually throughout the last 8 years the duty upon Cuban raws has
Jgen more than 100 percent upon the tmport value, much of the time above 200
wercent, and at the low price level about 250 percent.

Almost all of the companfes producing sugar in Cuba are bankrupt or in the
wnds of receivers, and of course the individual producers have fared no
etter, Certainly this Is true of 2!l who were financed to any extent by debt.
Josts have been cut with unsparing hands, wages to figures that would be im-
1ossible anywhere but in a country where the climate makes the requirements
for clothing and shelter comparatively slight and food can be had at only a
ilight outlay of labor. The purchasing power of the Cuban population has
jeen almost destroyed.
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THE LAST DUTY INCREASE

When the proposal for the last duty increase was pending at Washington,
the situation was reviewed at length in these columns (June 1929) and a por-
tion of the comment is reproduced herewith, because it describes the effects of
our sugar policy upon Cuba as well as anything that could be written now,

PAN AMERICOANISM AND CUBA

For many years our statesmen of all parties have professsed the doctrine of
Pan Americanism, which is supposed to mean that a fundamental basis exists
for close and harmouious relations between the ¢countries of the Amerieas, and
that such relation should be cultivated. * * * The oflicial headquarters of
the Pan American Union are located in Washington, D.C.,, and it would seem
that the purpose which prompted the formation ot thut orgamnization and the
gift of the building which it occupies should find some degree of expression in
our national legisintion affecting trade. * * * We have more intimate refa.
ttom with Cuba than with any other member of the Pan American Union,

* * In view of this natural community of interests, as well as the political
lles existing, it would seem that if I'an Amerleanism weans anything in the
1 lutde pgliczcs of this couutry it should appear in our trade relations with
‘uba

When the full measure is taken of what the yvuin of the sugar industry would
mean to the 3,600,000 inhabitants of Cuba, no purallel for the disaster can be
found outside of the annals of war, and the injury done in this caxe would
be far more lasting than the injuries of war, Devastated Belglum and France
have been rebuilt and are more prosperous than hefore, but there would be
1no rebuilding of Cuba until a market was found for her products, The pros-
perity of Cuba depends upon her ability to uttlize her soil and climate for vhe
purpose to which they are supremely suited and to trade with a population
which will take such products in exchange for their own. In all history there
has been no such destruction of property values or displacement of an industrial
populati(m by legislative decree as would result from forcing the peopie of
Cuba to abandon sugar production or even to cut it one half. Alternutive
employment for the population cannot be named. The people ure unskilled
and without experience in anything else, and the United States wants nothing
else from Cuba any more than it wants sugar. Exclusion of its products from
this country would mean the depression of Cuba to a distinctly lower level
of sociul life, -

It cannot be to forcibly stated that while the beet-sugar industry is fighting
for expunsion—to capture the full United Stutes market—Cuba is fighting for
life, to hold the place she has long held in the only available market for her
product, and for the only menns of a decent livelihood for her people,

TIIE MERITS OF THE CASE

Opposition to this increase was not hased upon sentiment for Caba alone,
Although there are beet-sugar factories in Wisconsin, three econonists of the
University of Wisconsin, B, H. Hibbard, John R. Commons, and Selig Perlman,
submitted a brief on the subject in which they estimated that the increase would
cost the consumers of the United States $160,000.000 per year, against possible
benefits to the heet growers of $43,000,000 per year, and that the cost to the
farming population as consumers would be $64. 000000 per year, 'The argument
did not prevail, because the principle of proto«.tlon was said to be involved,
But is the principle of reasonable protection involved in such a case? It is one
thing to foster a home industry which labors under no natural disadvantage,
but a different thing to tax the public for the support of an uneconomie employ-
ment_of capital and labor, There must be a line between the reasonable and
the unreasonnble if there Is to be any foreign trade.

The argument for the further development of the bect-sugar industry has
lheen that it would give the farmer another crop and thus reduce the acreage
of his natural crops, but the Wisconsin University brief answered this by
showing that the number of farmers growing sugar beets is very small in
comparison with the total number of farmers and always will be under any
possible development of the industry, and that the higher cost of sugar to farm
families alone, not to speak of other consumers, wouldt exceed any possible
gaing to the beet growers. Two cents per pound upon the 5,800,000 long tons

o
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. consumed in this country annually would amount to nbonb’($260,000.000, an
extra cost to the consumers, which would not be profit to the American

producers but mainly chargeable to the fact that climatic conditions are less

favorable to the production of sugar in the United States than in Cuba,

The Department of Agriculture, in view of the emergency situation in agri-
cuiture, is urging the retirement of marginal lands from cultivation and the
concentration of labor upon the most productive lands. The logic of this
would include the elimination of crops which yield the smallest money return
per unit of labor applied, and undoubtedly this would include sugar beets, if
that part of the return from beets which is due to the tariff were climinated
from the calculation.

It is said that wages and the standard of living are lower in Cuba than in
the United States, and that such competition should be prevented, but there
will be no competition between Cuba and the United States if we do not force
it by attempting to do the work which Cuba is best qunlified to do. Her
standard of Hving and our own also will be improved by natural trade. There
is no more reason why the United States should produce the sugar for its own
consumption than there {8 why every family in this country should grow its
own vegetables, make its own clothes, or do its own laundry work,

The sugar industry of the United States never has supported, nor ever can
support, as many consumers of this country’s farm products as a prosperous
trade with Cuba will support. 1In the 10 years from 1916 to 1928, inclusive, the
exports of the United Statex to Cuba averaged about $225,000,000 per year,
fluctuating with the price of sugar in a manner which clearly shows this to be
the source of Cuba’s purchasing power. In 1932 these exports had fallen to
$28.§¥0(t),(}0(1)‘ and no class of producers in the United States escaped the effects
of that fall,

Insofar as higher duties have been intended to increase the revenue to the
Treasury, the results have been disappointing. Customs receipts from the
sugar tariff have not been permanently increased. Reflecting the tariff ad-
valices of 1921 and 1922, together with a sharp increase in imports in 1922,
the total duties collected from sugar rose from $71,300,000 in the former year
to $147,900,600 in the latter. By 1932, however, the total was down again to
$76,600,000. After 1920 the decline was interrupted in only 1 year, and was
due directly to the influence of the tariff in shifting the principal source of
supply from a duty-paying source (Cuba) to a duty-free source (insular ter-
ritories). Moreover, if the domestic industry, inclading our insular tervitories,
develops its sugar production to completely supply the domestic consumption
there will be no revenue from sugar,

PENDING NEGOTIATIONS

The authorities at Washington have been endeavoring to arrange through
mutual agreements a quota system, by which the sugar « ‘mands of this country
would be apportioned to the several sourees, all of the sugars included being
duty-free, except the Cuban product. The schedule ax submitted for adoption
by the domestic and insular producers gives Cuba 1,786,000 long tons per year,
which except for last year is less than its actual share in imports in any year
gince 1912, On the other hand the domestic and insular producers have as-
signed to themselves 4.486,000 long tons, an amount in excess of any year's
production heretofore. The beet-sugar producers have peremptorily refused
to consent to any future lithitation of their production, This means that they
maintain the objective of eventually supplying the entire domestic demand,

The president of the National Beet Growers Association, com-
menting upon the quota agreement, is quoted as follows:

The program agreed upon today is one which recognizes the principles for
which we fought at the public hearings ¢n the sugnr-stabilization ugreement,
We contended that the American market belongs first of all to the American
farmer. We have in no sense modified our position,

. Apropos of this, it seems pertinent to guote the following from
the author of the Declaration of Independence :

Could every country be employed in producing that which nature has fitted

it to produce and each be free to exchange with others natural surpluses for
natural wants, the greatest possible would then be produced of those things

+
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which contribute to human life and human happiness, the numbers of man-
kind would be increased, and their condition bettered.—THoMAS JEFFERSON,

THE WESTEBN PRODUCERS

Before closing the comment upon beet sugar, it is due to say that the beet-
sugar producers of the plains and intermountain region of the West have an
argument for their cnse which does not apply to the industry east of the
Missourl River. They have a regional consumption demand which, if sup-
plied from the seaboard, involves a long rail haul with freight charges which
must be covered by prices in that territory. Moreover, climatic conditions are
favorable to the largest possible sugar content in beets,

In short, the industry in that region is on a different economic basis, to the
extent of this local demand, from anywhere east of the Missouri River, and
undoubtedly could live under a lower turiff, if not entirely independert of
the tariff, Insofar as this is true, the foregoing comments are not intended
to apply, but this portion of the industry has nothing to gain from a tariff
policy which looks to spreading the Industry over all of the country, under
an artificial stimulus. When all imported sugars are eliminated, a purely
competitive situation will exist in the domestic industry, and it is probable
that an oversupplied situation will be found to exist. Moreover, the greater
pa‘;'t olr such an investment always will be subject to the risk of tarift
reductions, ‘

'SUGAR FROM THE PHILIPPINDS

When the Philippine Islands came under the sovereignty of the United

States the first tariff legislation affecting the entry of thelr products to this
country established a general rate of 25 percent off the levies upon importa-
tions from foreign countries. Later a limit upon imports of Philippine
sugar was fixed at 300,000 tons per year. In 1913 Philippine sugar was made
duty free and the limit taken off. After the war was over and this country’s
sugar duties were raised by the uacts of 1021 and later, large sums went into
the sugar industry in the Philippines for the express purpose of producing sugayr
for United States consumpiion. The production has Increased stendily and
in the crop year of 1932-33 has amounted to ahout 1,150,000 long tons, with
exports to the United States of over 1,000,000 tons. The increage of the Philip-
pine supplies in this market nccessarily has meant the exclusion of an equal
quantity of the Cuban product. The Philippines are wanting thelr independ-
ence, but say that the loss of the United States market for their sugar wilt
ruin their sugar industry, built up especially for this market.
_ Thus the policy of developing in the Philippines a sugar supply for the United
States, in substitution for the Cuban supply, has been injurious to all the
parties affected. It has been very costly to the consumers and Treasury of the
United States, terribly disastrous to Cuba and now is a cause of perplexity
and controversy among the Philippine people, and of prospective loss to the
investors there in Cuba. It has involved this country in the charge of acting
in bad faith with both Cuba and the Philippines. Obviously it was a mistaken
policy from the beginning, /

AMERICAN INVESTMHENTS NOT RESPONSIBLE

Representations that American investments and American business operations
in Cuba have been responsible for the economic disaster which has befallen the
Island, have no warrant in the facts, The reciprocity treaty seemed to afford
the promise of a new era in Cuba, and foreign capital, chicfly from the United
States, flowed into the Island as never before, in response to the applications
and iavitations of the Cuban people. Raflroads wére built. public utilitles
constructed or rehabilitated, the sugar thdustry was reconstructed and ex-
panded, new industries were established, the cities were paved, provided with
modern sanitation and adorned with fine business structures and public build-
ings, Naturally, property values increased, wages advance{ and despite some
viclasitudes the outlook for the future was promising until the Great War came
on with its world-wide effects.

A part; of the American capital which went to Cuba took the form of loans
to Cuban borrowers, but much more of it was employed in fixed investments
under corporate ownership, in which in many instances Cubans participated
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. to some extent by accepting securities for old properties, in whole or part., In
other cases old enterprises were bought out for cash, and usually at prices that
now seem very high. At the present time a very large amount of Amerfcan
capital appears to be hopelessly sunk in Cuba. It has met this fate in pur-
suance of a perfectly rational purpose to produce a great staple article of food
as cheaply as it could be produced anywhere in the world and more cheaply
than it could be produced in its natural market, the United States,

The foreign banks represented in Cuba—American, Canadian and others—
went there to do the usual banking business, responding to the prospect that
there would be need for increased banking facilities to handle the business
of the Island. Anyone competent to write upon the subject at all should know
that banks do not acquire real estate or industries if they can avoid it, and that
the National Bank Act, of the United States, under which the New York banks
were operating in Cuba does not permit such investments. Unfortunately these
banks have been obliged to take uver from debtors certain plantations and other
properties in Cuba, as thousands of bunks have heen obliged to take over farms
and other properties in this country. Any representation that the banks have
desived such acquisitions, o1 have any prospect of profiting by them s a travesty
of thbe flz{wts. No acquisition of this kind is included in the stated assets of
this bank.

The larger part of the public debt of Cuba has been Incurred since the
depression in sugar began, the expenditures being for public works and
prompted in large part by the importance of affording work for the unem-
ployed. Other countries have thought themselves justified in large expendi-
tures for similar reasons. The loans for these purposes were not forced upon
the Cuban Government and there is no reason for representing the lenders
as plunderers.

To sum up, the American investments in Cuba have been made for legithmate
business purposes, were expected to increase the wealth and income of the
island, serve the needs of its people and serve the specinl needs of the trade
between Cuba and the United States. Obviously the tariff upon sugar has
affected American interests in Cuba the same as Cuban interests there.

It goes without saying that the tariff policy of the United States has not
been determined by enmity or malicious intent toward Cuba, but by what the
Government at Washington has conceived to be the Interests of the people
of this country, Nobody would claim that the interests of American investors
or businesses in Cuba should prevail in such legislation over the interests of
this country as a whole. The national policy should be determined upon bread
considerations. The only criticism of the policy ever offered in this publi-
cation has been that the determination has been made without proper con-
sideration for uil the conditions which have concerned the United States. The
attitude of this bank on the subject has been the same ever since the adoption
of the reciprocity treaty. It accepted the policy so cogently advocated by Presi-
dent McKinley, President Theodore Roosevelt and Secretary Root, and has
staod by it ever since, believing it to be in the interest of both countries.

Whether the tariff upon sugar would have been advanced as it has been,
three times since the reciprocity treaty was adopted, if there had been no war,
cannot of course be known, but probably not. The war resulted in the large
productfon for this market in Puerto Rico and the Philippines. It was the
violent changes in the production and prices of sugar occasioned by the war
which caused, first the extravagunt vise of prices und then the extravagant rise
of production and consequent falt of prices, followed by the defensive increase
of tariffs in this and other countries with its final spur to production—which
accomplished the ruin of Cuba.

In truth, the state of the sugur industry fllustrates very clearly the gen-
eral disorganization of industry caused by the war, all over the world. More-
over, the people of Cuba were just llke the people everywhere else in assum-
ng that the great industrial activity of the war time and years following,
with the accompanying rise of prices and wages, signified that a wonderful
and permunent prosperity, unparalleled in all the pust, had been born of the
war, which would have been a violation of both reason end morality. All of
‘he conditions of that time were abnormal and fictitious, but the people of
Juba wevre deceived by them and went into debt on the strength of them, just
as did the people of the United States, and with similar results. The great
lesson of the depression is that war is an anachronism in modern life, that
modern highly organized, interdependent soclety cannot afford to have war,
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THE WORLD SUGAR SITUATION

Reference has been made above to the destruction of about 70 percent of the
sugar-making capacity of Europe during the war, causing a rise of prices which
stimulated an excessive development of new capacity, Thus the sugar pro-
duction of the United States and its insular territories increased from about
2,000,000 tons at the end of the war to over 4,000,000 tons in the present year,

Japan and India had previously supplied less than one half of their own con-
sumption, obtaining the remuninder from Java. Japan is now fully self-su)-
porting (from the island of Formosa) and is reported as exporting some sugar,
The situation in India was described recently in the London Times as follows:

Rapid developments of the sugar industry in India have produced a situation
of international importance, according to the weekly trude letter of the Sugar
Federation of the British Empire. That Is the reason why the Governmeat of
India has called the conference reported in The Times ot June 15, of sugur-
growing States and Provinces which is to be held at 8imla on July 10.

In the 1931-32 searon 80 factories were working in India, in 1932-383 sbme 27
new factorfes came into operation, and the federation has received informatton
that 853 new factories are in course of construction for the present season,
1933-34, Calculating the prospective outputs of the 110 factories, the federa-
tion estimates that they are capable of a production this season of 950,000 tons,
equal to the totnl Indian home and import requirements last year,

Italy, Spain, and France, formerly importers of part of their supplies are
now self-sustaining. One of the strangest cuses is that of Great Britain which
has expeunded ahout $100,000,000 in the last 8 years in subsidizing the estab-
lishment of a beet-sugar industry in England, although the cane-sugar industry
of its own colonies has been in dire straits, This policy of Great Britain
toward its colonies has been identical with that of the United States toward
('uba, although the production of England has excluded Cuban rather than
Colonial sugar from the home market, while contributing to the general excess,

In all, this post-war expansion of sugar production in the face of existing
overproduction has curtailed the aggregate of sugur exports to the amount of
about 6,000,000 tons, Cuba and Java being the chief sufferers, It has destroyed
the purchasing power of sugar producers everywhere, as we have seen in the
case of Cuba, not to speak of investments aggregating hundreds of millions,
No single word describes the sugar situation s¢ well as anarchy, and before
anybody lays the responsibility of it upon the free system of industry governed
by the law of supply and demand, we will repeat that it has all been fostered
and directed by governments, in frank disregard of all economic law.

Moreover, the same policy iz running rampunt among the industries gen-
erally over the world, in violation of the principle of specialization and ex-
change which has been the principal factor in industrial and social progress.
The volume of all trade has fallen about ene half in 8 years, owing to confu-
ston in production and prices, caused primarily by the violent changes occa-
sioned by the war. The situation has been as bad in domestic as international
trade,.owing to a similar disruption of trade relations. It is only stating the
obvious truth to say that there can be no general restoration of employment
and prosperity except by the restoration of the reciprocal and balanced ex-
changes by which the different population groups are able to obtain and con-
sume each other's products. All of the improvements in industry and gains
of mass production will come to nothing unless there Is a reasonable degree of
order and cooperation in production and exchange.

OcroBER 1933,
Tue NatioNAL City BANK oF NEW YORK.

Mr. Kearxey. Mr. Chairman, we have several other people whom
we desire to have heard, and I wonder if they could not file their
statements at this time.

The Cuamrmay. They may, and I will say that this afternoon we
will give an opportunity to everyone who does not want to speak be-
ti.’orcl- the committee, but prefers to put his statement into the record,

o o so. ,

Mr. C. J. Bourg has reguested 10 minutes, and we will be glad to

hear you, Mr. Bourg. You represent the Louisiana Sugar Cane

League?
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STATEMENT OF C. J. BOURG, OF LOUISIANA

Mr. Boura. I represent Louisiaia Sugar Industries, also the
American Sugar Cane League, which is an organization of cane
growers and sugar producers in Louisiana, with a membership of
5200, All members are cane growers and only a very small per-
centage have an interest in sugar factories. The growing of sugar
cane and the producing of sugar has been an agricultural industry
in Louisiana for more than 100 years, and around this industry the
population of the southern portion of the State has been organized.
'fhe normal production of sugar in Louisiana is most accurately
exemplified by the production figures of the pre-war base period of
1909-14, taken from sugar statistics issued by the Tariff Commisgion,
which is as follows:

Tons
1008-00_ _— - 414, 000
JO10 et e s, emm——— e —— m———— 376, 200
e 2 L s e
19 TR e o 0 20 o e e = " v - - - " o " . e - . - - 'y
012-18 e e e e m 162, 574
This gives a total of 1,668,088, which is a 5-year average of

333,615, :

The CaramrsaN. What was the average for the 10 years preceding
those years? Tt did not come up to that, did it? That was when
vou had reached the peak of your production in Louisiana, as I
understand it.

LI(;‘(.)OBOURG. Yes, sir; but the 10-year average pre-war is over
300,000.

Senator Gore. Was 1913 a bad crop year, or was there some other
cause for that drop in that year?

Mr. Boura. The mosiac disease began just about that time, and it
was not until 1918 that the Department of Agriculture located the
cause for the decrease in the crop and proceeded to bring us disdase-
resistant varieties of cane. And we have since that time been able
‘0 build up our production so that from a low in 1926 of 47,000 tons,
we had built up to 1932 production of 222,760 tons. So that we
1ave been, as it were, in the hospital, and we are now in the con-
valescent stagﬁ, which has brought about, as the Secretary of Agri-
sulture said this morning, through the assistance of the Department
»f Agriculture.

Senator Costrean. Do you happen to have the Department of
Agriculture’s estimate of the pre-war price of cane sugar?

Mr. Boura. Yes, sir. I have it from conversation with the De-
sartment of Agriculture officials. The average price was $4.02 for
‘aw sugar, and the pre-war parity, which is 116 percent of that, is
-4.68 per ton of cane, because we pay in dollars per ton what raw
iugar is worth per pound on the mnarket. Cents per pound.

Senator Gorr. What do you say you do?

Mr. Boure. We say we get $1 per ton for cane on the basis of
he cents per pound of raw sugar of the New York market.

,The statement of production which I have just made gives the
istorical background and indicates that the production of these very
2cent years shall not be used as the normal or fair basis for the
‘tablishment of a quota for the future production of Louisiana,

*
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The American Sugar Cane League, and through it the Louisiana
sugar industry agrees with the principles of a managed economy
for agriculture under the Agricultural Adjustment Administration,
and we believe that the best solution of the problems of the domestic
sugar industry of the United States is the application of a quota
system to control the distribution of sugar in the United States from
all producing areas. We reiterate our position of sympathy for all
people of other countries who are in distress, but we meintain that
the first duty of the United States Government is to care for its own
citizens first,

We believe firmly in the principle of the American market for the
American farmer.

In view of the fact that the problems of the domestic sugarcane
and sugar-beet grower have been before the Department of Agri-
culture for many months, and in view of the fact that the growers
have accordingly received assurances that the benefits of the national
program would be extended to them on the basis of the 1933-34 crop,
we have every confidence that the bill under consideration is intended
to provide for benefit payments to be made to the growers of con-
tinental United States on the basis of the 1933 crop. We further
believe that this expectancy is justified, because only upon this basis
c]ould the growers receive any benefits (iuring the calendar year 1934,
this year,

Senator Kina. Do you contemplate that that will be paid out of an
appropriation by the United States of $25,000,000 or $50,000,000?

r. Bourc. From the proceeds of the processing tax, which would
be applied immediately, but unless you used last year’s crop as the
basis, you would have to wait until the harvesting of this year’s
croi) which is the last 3 or 4 months of the year, so that payments
could only be made next year.

Senator Kina. Would the processing tax be retroactive and ap-
plied to sugar which has already been sold ¢

Mr. Bourc. Unless this bill is changed, the processing tax will
app}(y upon all sugar now existing in the United States. Floor
stocks, :

Senator Kine. Supposing some of last year’s crop has been sold
n}rlxd ;onsumed, would you expect the processing tax to be applied to
that .

Mr. Boura. Noj it could not apply to that.

Senator Kina. Then I was wondering if you expected any ap-
propriation out of the Treasury?

r. Boura. No; I do not think that it would be necessary, be-
cause the processing tax which is contemplated, I think, will provide
ample funds for the payments.

enator King. In any statement you have just made, are we to
understand that you favor a reduction of 306,000 tons, or 360,000 .
tons in domestic sugar-beet prodnction?

Mr. HoLMes. No, sir.

Senator Xina, Of course, you get an agumentation of about 20,000
tons, don’t you?

Mr. Boure. No, sir; Senator. That is a mistake of computation,
for the reason that Florida has a crop that goes over into the next
vear, and the computations that brought about this error of 20,000
was that they took the Florida crop of 1932-83 and added it on to
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.the Louisiana crop of 1983-34. If you take Florida and Louisiana
of 1932-33, you actually get 262,000 tons, and if you take the crop
that has just been harvested in Louisiana, plus the crop which is now
being harvested in Florida, which is estimated by everyone at 50,000
tons, it will be 258,000. ) )

Senator Kine. Then you have not suffered, if this quota is adopted,
any reduction? i

K/Ir. Boure. No, sir. It would be approximately what Florida and
Louisiana Y{roduced last year. . )

Senator Kinc. Are you satisfied with any policy that will restrain
the Louisiana and Florida producers of sugar increasing the acreage
in production ¢ ) . o

Ir. Boure. No, sir; not any more howevey in Florida and Louisi-
ana than in the United States,. We believe that continental United
States should not be restrained under its present capacity.

Senator King. Do you think that with the consumptive needs of
100 that we should be satisfied with a domestic production of, say,
20 to 22 or 23 percent, and expand no more even though the popula-
tion increases?

Mr, Boure. No, sir; certainly not; and I cover that a little further
in my statement.

Senator King. Excuse me for interrupting you.

Mr. Boure. It is reasonably to be expected that because the con-
sumption of sugar in the United States has for several years been
decreasing during the depression, there will be an increase in the
consumption of sugar in the future. It is entirely justifiable to ex-
pect that this increase in consumption will be allotted first to con-
tinental production in keeping with the acknowledged principle of
American Government that the American market belongs to the
American farmer, certainly to the extent that continental production
is able to absork the market demands. -

In the past there has been a considerable sentiment in Congress
to equalize the cost of production in continental United States as
agninst protected insular areas within our tariff walls. In other
words, there are those members of Congress who have hesitated to
increase tariff protection because the benefits were not restricted to
continental frowers but were extended in the same proportion to

rowers an ﬂroducers of insular areas where the cost of pro-

uction is much less than in continental United States. We are sure
that this is entirely a just position, with which no grower or pro-
ducer from a lower cost producing area can quarrel. We believe
that the bill under consideration contemplates such a readjustment
in the cost of production for the benefit of continental growers.

That is in accordance with the declaration made upon the floor
of the Senate bgv several Senators in the 1930 debate.

We believe that a reasonable limitation of off-shore refined sugar
should be undertaken, because the comipet»ition of this sugar affects
materially the interests of Louisiana farmers and the price which
they receive for their cane,

Senator Gore. What kind of sugar$

Mr. Bourc. Refined sugar. White sugar.

We recognize that the present situation in the sugar market of the
United States is such that something must be done by the Federal
Government. We are convinced that there must be control of the
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roduction and distribution of sugar within the United States mar-
Het. We are unable to suggest a better method than the allotment
of quotas and we ask that in the development of a program that the
rights of the grower be given first consideration.

Senator Gore., How many parishes in Louisiana grow sugar?

Mr. Boure. How many parishes in Louisiana grow sugar?

Senator Gore. Yes,

Mr. Boura. Seventeen,

Senator CosticaN. How many parishes in all are there in Louis-
iana?
G Mr. Boura. Sixty-three. I should say sugarcane for sugar, Senator

ore.

The CramrmAN. Thank you very much, The representative of the
Florida sugar interests, Mr. Bergen.

Mr. Boure. We would like to preserve the right to file a statement,

The CuamrmaN. Thank you very much—you can do that. Mr,
Oviatt, representing the Michigan, Ohio and Indiana beet growers,
How much time do you want, Mr. Oviatt?

Mr. Qviarr. Ten minutes, I would suggest, if it is agreeable,

The CHamrMaN, Proceed.

STATEMENT OF C. R. OVIATT, REPRESENTING THE MICHIGAN,
010, AND INDIANA BEET GROWERS

MMI: Oviarr. My name is C. R. Oviatt; my address is East Lansing,
Mich,

Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee: I am appearing
as a beet grower of Michigan, and as a delegated representative of
approximately 70 percent of the 26,000 beet f;rowers in Michigan,
Ohio, and Indiana, who are affiliated through the Farmer and Manu-
facturers Beet Sugar Association.

We come into this hearing to consider a bill and a proposal which
in itself is indefinite in detail and very indefinite as to underlying
principles.

The explanation of the Secretary of Agriculture has Leen very
helpful and illuminating. It has clarified certain portions of the
proposal and presented certain principles and policies, but it lacked
cmnllllpleteness of detail in meaning and application,

ay we first briefly consider certain features of the proposal which
appear to have a certain degree of merit? ‘Ihe recognition of sugar
beet and sugarcane as basic commodities is, in itself, most satisfac-
tory, for they are important crops and sugar is a basic food necessity.

Whether or not the inclusion of sugar beet and sugarcane under
the provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act would prove bene-
ficial, would largely depend upon the application of the plan. The
anment of benefit payments under the conditions outlined in this

ill would prove a questionable substitute for adequate tariff pro-
tection, but if the tariff is reduced by the President, this proposal, if
reasonably administered, would be beneficial in attempting to bring
parity prices to beet and cane growers for their products. The
amount of benefit would likely depend upon the amount of the pay-.
ment which was possible under the proposal, and the terms of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, and the completeness of the degree to
which the tax can be added to the price of sugar.
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. We readily subscribe to the principle of applying quotas to the
several producing areas so as to balance deliveries of sugar with
demand. We want a fair and comﬁrehenswe program of quotas
worked out and applied. However, there appears in the bill and in
this proposal, and the explanation thereof, to be a great deal of
uncertainty. .

What are a few of these indefinite points?

The bill provides that in the event of the lowering of the tariff,
that a limited processing tax may be apﬁlied, but does not provide
for the reverse action—that the tariff shall be raised when and if the
tax is dropped—a most serious omission,

Senator Costr6aN. Before you proceed. Do you realize that if the
tariff is reduced by the President, it will be under the tariff law
passed by a Republican administration, and under the flezible pro-
visions of the law, in response to findings by the Tariff Commission
as to the differences in costs of production at home and broad?

Mr. Oviarr. I presume that would be the situation; yes, sir.

Senator CosticaN. Also that there is no corresponding provision
in the law for an increase unless the relative costs of production in-
crease on the side of the American producer.

Mr. Oviarr. Yes, sir, Mr. Senator; but as I understand it, we are
considering a bill which does mention and ties up a processing tax
with a tariff reduction.

The Cramrman. The Tariff Commission, you understand, has al-
ready made the recommendation for this reduction?

Mr. Oviatr. I have heard that that has been done.

The Crmairman. That is true.

Mr. Oviarr. To continue, we have had but little explanation of the
asis of benefit payments, Will parity price for beets and cane be
established on entire continental average prices? Will the pay-
ments vary in the several beet-producing areas? If so, what areas
and what variation? Will areas mean regions, groups, of States,
States, districts, factory areas, or individual farms? Will previous
and present prices for beets in such areas be considered, other than
‘s they affect the general average?

Will cost of production be & part of the formula? Will sugar
sontent and ¥urity factors be considered? Will there be adequate
djustment of prices to equalize the primary differences in contracts
»f various areas in such important items as transportation of the
reets, where the price does or does not include delivery of the beets?

Will the secretary attemgt through the payments, to bring uF the
wice to a common level for all growers, regardless of the terms
f their contracts with the processors?

Will the secretary through payments attempt to carry the load
or certain companies who offer lesser prices or division of receipts
.ith the growers? . )

In the event of restriction—while beets may be named a basic
ommodity, we note the suggested quotas are in terms of sugar. Will
sstriction or areas, States, individuals, bo in terms of sugar or acres?
‘ho will apply such restrictions and how? L.

In the event of the necessity of entirely closing certain mills be-
_use of insufficient acreage for capacity operation, how will growers

such areas be adequately paid to entirely cease beet production?

42381—~84 7

*
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" Can extra payments be secured to transfer beets from one factory

:‘reagto another to combine sufficient tonnage for reasonable opera-
ion

Can mill operators be recompensed for added per ton costs be-

cause of restricted tonnage? L

We do not admit that any restriction is sound in principle, but
should restriction be imposed, it could not be considered unless it

rovided for a %uota covering capacity operation of all mills, and a
ull quota for all farmers now growmﬁ beets.

We were considerably discouraged by the inference of Secretary
Wallace that this proposal had a special Rocky Mountain interest,
We have been hoping against hope that this angle of intersectional
problems might not be involved, yet the Secretary infers that it is
involved. o are going to assume that this was one of the personal
wanderings of the Secretary, and that it was not the intention of
this proposal.

Senator King. I suppose it is assumed that because you only
represent 24,000 or 25,000 beet growers, they are not important.

r. Oviarr. That might be assumed by some people, but we cer-
tainly do not admit that contention. We were cheered by the testi-
mony before the House committee of Mr. Ezekiel, that the whole

lan contemdplated marketing aEreements which by eliminating cross

auling and unnecessary marketing expense, and giving assured
markets in_our own area, would result in added markets for our
products. We are delighted to have this promise.

In spite of certain discouraging testimony before another con-
gressional committee, we have been heartened by statements that all
economic factors of the situation would be weighed in considering
the justification of the continuance upon a high level of the industry
in certain areas. Such a statement of policy was encouraging to us
because of our special set-up.

We wish to call special attention to the geographical, industrial,
and social lay-out of our area.

We are situated, as you know, on the Great Lakes, the largest
and most important fresh inland waterways of the world. The indus-
trial and agricultural development of that area has concentrated in
that area millions of people. It is the most thickly populated area
of any of our inland districts., -

What does this situation offer by way of encouragement for our
business? Well, what do we need? As component parts for business
to be encouraged in this country, and we also trust that in spite of
the testimony which has proceeded during the past week, that such
business is to be encouraged in this country.

" What do we need ? at we need, first, is demand for a product;
second, the physical production capacity; third, man power; an
fourth, capital,

‘What do we have in our particular area? As well as other areas in
thig instance, almost constant demand for sugar. We have the soil
and the climate; have the man power and we have the capital.

What about that most important fact, demand? Certainly we
have it, and it is right at our very door. 7 he three States of Michi-
gan, Ohio, and Indiana produced approximately 200,000 tons of
sugar in 1988 while the residents of those three States consumed ap-
proximately 500,000 tons nearly three times as much consumption as.
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.proguction. What a fine situation and what a logical development
we have.

We have the farms and the farmers, the laborers for the field,
factory, and allied interests; we have the roads; we have the mills;
we have the coal mines, quarries, and producers of the other needed
supplies; we have the trucks and the railroads; we have the pur-
chasers for our bygroducts; we have the distributor set-up to get
our sugar to the tables of our consumers, and—most important—we
have hosts of consumers right there in our own district. We do not
need to ship our sagar very far, particularly if we were allowed
our own market. We have the ideal outlet of our own fields and
factories. Is not this the kind of industry we need to foster? Must
not such interrelated activities of interest and employment be the
basis of our future economic development?

In special reference to the labor factor—we wish to call attention
to the community of interest in the oi)eration of sugar mills, Most
of these mills are located in the small towns and the beets are se-
cured in our own area within a radius of approximately 15 miles
as the average of the mills. The operating employees of the com-
pany live in these small towns. During the campaign the extra
crew is recruited from the town and from the families of the

owers who are supplying vhe beets to the mill. Such a combina-
tion of agriculture and industrial employment is most desirable,
and many trials and much space in publications have been given to
the trials along this line of a combination of industrial and agricul-
tural employment, This particular factor has been a feature of our
regular program for these many long years.

e wish to take exception to the expressed attitude of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture that the Department is not interested in the
question of whether sugar is refined here on the continent or out-
side. How can the Secretary of Agriculture be interested, and he
admits that he is, in the consumption of general agricultural prod-
ucts in Cuba, and not be interested in the consumption of agricul-
tural products within our own country? Does the Secretary not
know? He must know that we have a better chance to sell pork,
beans, cotton, and all agricultural and all industrial production to a
man who is emg;loyed in the refinery here in New York, for examyﬁle,
as compared, for example, to our chance to sell the same or other
products to a man doing the same work in the island of Cuba? Par-
‘icularly when he works under the N.R.A. regulations here as com-
ared to conditions of employment there. Our farmers prefer to
sell the continental workers, and so would you.

Reference was made during the previous session to the increased

creage in our ares, and the suggestion was made that agricultural
and industrial prices alone were responsible for the increase. Grant-
ing a definite influence of these factors, we must point out that a
‘elatively recent and important development has been a big factor
in our situation. We-refer to the develoEment of a cooperative con-
ract and operation in our area. Unlike the former situation in
‘thich contracts for beets guaranteed a definite, set price per ton
rrespective of the quality of the beets or of the amount of the result-
ing products or of the price finally secured for such products, this
‘ew arrangement divides the responsibilities and risks of production
ind marketing, and shares the adversities and advantages of price

*
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situations by providing a percentage division of net proceeds—now
usually 50 percent to the grower and 50 percent to the operator..

The grower grows and delivers the beets to the mill, the operator
aegegts the beets and converts them into salable products—sugar,
dried pulp, and molasses. From the gross amount of the receipts is
deducted the marketing expense, leaving the net proceeds, which are
equally divided, and there is no specific gugfr_anty to.either partner,
While we naturally strive to increase production and efficiency in all
phases include marketing, so that we may divide the largest return
which is possible under the conditions——

Senator Gore (interrupting). How long has that been in effect?

Mr. Oviatr. That general pro%:'am was inaugurated in 1931,

Senator Gore. How did it work out compared to the old system?

Mr. Oviarr. Much more satisfactory to date, sir.

Senator Gorr. To both parties concerned ¢

Mr, Oviarr. I believe so. It is a resl partnership in fact as well
as principle. The grower is being given a voice in this set-up b,
encouraging the formation of local associations and the federation
of their interests of the Farmers and Manufacturers Beet Sugar As-
sociation, where equal numerical representation with the operators
is grovided upon the board of directors, and an agricultural division
is being set up to be supported by about 85 percent of the growers
during this season,

Does not such efforts deserve support?==

In reference to the quota, the Secretary appears to be astounded
at our refusal to accept without question this proposal since he
infers, if not stated, that we do not know what will be good for us.
Wo justly resent this inference, and likewise the inference that beet
and cane farmers should be tickled with any handout from the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, who is so wra&ped uw the corn and hog pro-
gram that he does not see our problem. y should we be tickled
with this proposal of a quota of 1,450,000 tons as compared to our
groduction during last year of 1,756,000 tons of sugar which was pro-

uced from a contracted acreage of 1,090,000 acres of beets?

Now, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, speaking
for the eastern beet growers, we favor certain phases of this pro-
posal. We like the recognition of beet and cane industries as basic
and fundamental industries, worthy therefore of continued protection
and of support. And we are convinced that the quota term of
alloting rather definite amounts to the several producing areas will
be most beneficial in restoring order to a chaotic industry.

Now, then, our people are fair minded, reasonable folks, who are
willing to make certain concessions in or(ier. to make progress. Our
people are cooperative, and that infers a willingness to give, to adjust,
to make reasonable compromises. I believe that our group—speak-
ing now for the eastern producers—could be sold to the propesition
of giving this whole matter a fair trial provided we can be assured
of certain safeguards, provided that it could be agreed that the
tariff will automaticaily gl:) up to balance the amount of the con-
templated reduction at such a future time as the processing tax and
benefit payments are removed. Provided that it can be—I should
say, provided that we can be convinced that the program includes
production and marketing features which will allow us to continue to
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. produce and sell our own sugar to our own people in our own three
gtates, with definite cffective marketing restrictions upon competitive
sugars.

enator Kine. You mean competitive sugars produced in the
United States or in foreign countries?

Mr, Oviarr. Generally speaking, coml;{);titive sugars produced out-
side of the United States, but as you know, Senator, there is com-
petition among sn:gars within the United States, and it is our opinion
that since we produce approximately one third of our sugar in those
three States, that we would have a preferred claim to our own
markets in those three States.

Senator Kina. Don’t you think that would be a rather dangerous

lan—I want to get your views—to cstablish within the United

tates a regional field within which area, production from other
parts of the United States would be excluded? Might not the
people who grow oranges in Florida say, “ We do not want any
competition from California ”, and the wheat growers of Towa and
Kansas say, “ We do not want any competition fromn the wheat or
flour that may come from Michigan ”? I suggest to you that to me,
at leagt, it is rather revolutionary to say that we may divide the
United States into districts for the purpose of applying what might
be called tariffs or Federal obstacles to a free interchange of com-
modities among the American people, on the commodities produced
in the United States.

Mr, Oviarr. There is a point there, of course, that since there
would be less unnecessary transportation involved and a more effec-
tive marketing situation in our own area, we certainly feel particu-
larly under that situation of producing approximately one third of
the sugar for our own three States, that any advantage which we
could be given would be appreciated and would be reflected in the
price paid to our growers for our beets. ~

Senator Kiné. May I suggest to you—you are a very intelligent
man—that one of the primary causes of the adoption of the Consti-
tution of the United States was to get away from that policy which
was being rapidly developed, under which the commodities of Mas-
sachusetts, for instance, were excluded from Connecticut and vice
versa. But we will not prolong it. I want to invite your attention
to a proposition which to me seems to be fraught with a great deal
of danger if it were inaugurated.

Senator Gore. Don’t drag the Constitution into this.

Mr. Ovrarr. The further provision, Mr. Chairman, that I have
noted here, or one further provision, provided that the quota allot-
ment for beets will be at least sufficient to allow capacity operation
of all of our present constructed equipment; and, provided further,
that an}’ increase in the total quota which may become possible be-
cause of increased consumption of suﬁar be pro rated to continental
f]ane agd beet producers so far as they may be able to meet such

emandas,

Senator Gore. How many sugar factories are there in Michigan?

Mr. OviatT. Sixteen,

Senator Gore. How many have been operating and how many
closed in the last 2 or 8 years?

Mr. Oviarr. There were 15 operating this season.
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Senator Gore. And how many last season?

Mr. Oviarr. Eleven, I believe.

.Senator Gore. How maiy the year before?

M. Oviatr. Seven, I believe.

Senator Cosrican. What was the reason for this increase in
factory operations?

Mr. Oviarr., The answer to that I have very definitely suggested
in this new cooperative arrangement of our area, which we feel is
most worthy of consideration and support.

Senator CosrieaN, Was one reason the unem%loyment situation
which led many workers who ordinarily would have been in your
factories, to go out into the fields to grow beets?

Mr. Oviarr. I have already stated in my statement that the change
in the agricultural and industrial situation were definite factors,
but this new feature/was a more imlfoortant factor, in my opinion.

Senator Gore. What is the price of sugar per ton at the factory ¢

Mr. Oviarr. That, of course, depends on your price situation.

Senator Gore. I mean, the current price.

Mr. Oviarr. I do not have adequate information on that. The
general price level at the present time in beet sugar is $4.30, I believe,
plus the adjustment for transportation to the particular point in

uestion.
1 Senator Kina. Does a sort of a Pittsburgh-plus, as applied to steel,
apply to sugar?
r. Oviarr. The general price situation has, as I believe you
entlemen understand it—it is that the price of sugar in the United
gtates varies with the distance from the shipper.
; Senat?r Gore. It would be around $4.30 in Michigan at the
acto

MrfyOvm'x'r. It would be slightly higher than $4.30 in Michigan.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, you may be assured of the support
of our group to the proposals when and if these proposals have
been adequately covered.

The Crairman. I notice on this list that Mr. F. L. Crawford
represents the eastern beet growers. Do you speak for both the
Michigan, Ohio, and Indiana, and the eastern beet growers, too?

Mr, Oviarr. Yes, sir; I have been delegated to speak for them.
Mr. Crawford represents one of the o;ileratmg concerns in our area,
and I do not know whether or not it is his desire or that of his group
that he speak at this time. It is perfectly agreeable to me.

Senator Gore." Will you state the relative importance of Michi--
gan, Ohio, and Indiana in this beet growing?

r. Oviarr. The relative importance?

Senator Gorn, Yes.

Mr. Oviarr. Take the number of factories, for example. Michi-
gan has 16 factories; Ohio has § factories; and Indiana 1.

Senator CostigaN. Were the growers you represent satisfied with
the stabilization quota agreement of last fall?

Mr. Oviarr. No, sir; not entirely satisfied.

Senator CostigaN. Did you oppose it?

Mr. Oviarr. No, sir; we worked on that development and were
favorable to its trial, although as you know that during the season,



SUGAR BBETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES 99

-through pressure from various departments of the Government and
other sources it seemed advisable to keep adding to the total of con-
sumption until the sum became unwieldly. '

The CrairmaN, We thank you very much., . .

The Cmamrman. Mr. Bass, representing the Puerto Rican in-
terests. How much time, Mr. Bass?

Mr. Bass, About 20 minutes, Mr. Chairman. .

The CHarrMaN. I hope you will be as brief as possible,

Mr. Bass. It might be less. I will try to limit myself as much
as possible—just & question of a moment or two. .

C[l‘)he CHARMAN, I understood that you wanted to leave. I think
we had better finish this domestic Eroposmon, then. I thought you
wanted to finish pretty quickly and get away, and I was anxious to
get rid of as many as possible, so I think we will take you in the
morning, Mr. Bass.

Mr. Bass. Very well.

STATEMENT OF HON. HARRY B. HAWES, REPRESENTING THE
PHILIPPINE SUGAR INDUSTRIES

The Cuamrman. Is there anybody here now on this list who wants
to speak for 5 or 10 minutes, and put their niatters in the record?
Senator Hawes?

Mr. Hawes, That would suit me, Mr. Chairman.

The Cnairman. Senator Hawes, we will hear you now.

Mr. Harry B. Hawes. Mr. Chairman, in order to be brief I request
the privilege of filing some data and submitting tables and so forth,
The Crarrman. That request will be granted. N

éThe papers and data submitted by Mr. Hawes appear at the
end of his testimony.)

. Mr. Hawes. Mr. Chairman, the Government called a conference
in Washington on the 26th of last June, at which representatives of
continental beets and cane growers attended, sugar producers, and
all sugar areas were represented, and a vast amount of information
was secured, which is available for the members of this committee.

Finally, after 38 months’ continuous conference, on the 25th of
September, we arrived at an agreement, signed by everybody, I be-
lieve, excepting Louisiana, and with a reservation from the Philip-
pines, This 8 months’ conference was educational and it developed
certain fundamental facts. One is that in any arrangement, either
voluntarily or by act of Congress, the first consideration must be
American consumption of sugar. The estimate finally arrived at
was approximately 6,500,000 tons, raw sugar. This was exceeded
some %ears ago by 460,000 short tons, and that consumption may re-
turn, t.ut until it does return, the yardstick must be American con-
sumption,

The Government at that timne requested that each area should
make reasonable and equitable sacrifices where it was necessary. The
quotas agreed upon were as follows:

Continental United States:: . 8hort tons
- United States beet 1, 7150, 000
Louistana 250, 000

Florida-..-- : 60, 000
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Insular areas: Bhort tons
Hawaii 976, 000
Virgin Islands 15, 000
Puerto Rico. 875, 000
Philippine Islands. 1,100, 000

Foreign: Cuba 1, 700, 090

Total 6, 725, 000
The quotas claimed as of sugar in the ground were as follows:

Oontinental areas: Bhort tons
United States beet. 1, 625, 000
Louisiana 250, 000
Floida 60, 000

Total continental 1, 835, 000
Insular areas:
Hawail 1, 025, 000
Puerto Rico. 925, 000
Virgin Islands 6, 000
Philippines 1, 404, 000
Total insular areas 3, 360, 000
Total continental and insular 6, 195, 000

Certain quotas were claimed by these areas which I have here
and -this discloses the following percentages of outs, estimates by
the different areas as follows; the beets were increased 14 percent.

Senator King. And that gave a tonnage of what, Senator, if you
have it there? If it is not before you, I won’t ask it.

Mr. Hawes. Yes, sir. I have got it right here. The continental
beets, 1}?50,000 tons, Louisiana 250,000 tons, Florida, 60,000 tons.

The Omatrman, That was the last plan that was adopted. There
was one adopted before that, that was somewhat lower, was it not?

Mr. Hawes, The final plan was lower.

There was a decrease in Hawaii of 5 percent, a decrease in Puerto
Rico of § percent, a decrease in the Philippines of 21 percent, and
of the Virgin Islands, an increase of 150 percent.

Now, that we have this matter before the Congress in the form
of a bill, we do not propose to enter any objection except for the
purgbse of clarification and to secure certainty. We have confidence
in the departments that they will not abuse the power they have. It
is my firm belief that it is necessary that all areas, beet, cane, insular,
and colonial should know with certainty that their quota will be,
and that they may be assured that these (fluotas will not be changed,
excepting as the American consumption of sugar changes. If there is
an increase in consumption, there will naturally follow an increase
in quotas which should be upon a pro rata basis, If there is a de-
crease in co:gsumﬁtlon, there will naturally follow a curtailment
of 'Fuotus which should also be on a pro rata basis.

he peculiar difficulty in the Philippine Islands arises from_the
fact that there are but three ways in which a voluntarily fixed
limitation can be arrived at. One is by voluntary action of the
planters themselves; the second is by a proclamation of the Gov-
ernor General, both of these methods being more or less unofficial.
To be positive of legality, it would probably be necessary to secure
this limitation by act of the Philippine Legislature.
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All three of these methods are now in process of completion in
the Islands, .

The 1983 deliveries of the Philippine Islands amounted to 1,241,228
short tons. The proposed Philippine quota of 1,087,000 short tons is,
therefore, 204,228 short tons less than the actual deliveries for the

ast year.

P Th{ Philippines have in the ground now approximately 1,400,000
short tons of raw suger, but realizing that there must be some limita-
tion, and agreeing to make our share of the sacrifice .s.ai;lth.ough you
will observe it is greater than any other area, the Philippine Sugar
Association has voluntarily placed a limitation of 1,288,000 short
tons, allowing for export 1,200,000 short tons.

The 88,000 is domestic consumption. .

This is a voluntary reduction of 200,000 tons, which means a very
heavy loss to Philippine sugar producers, a loss to merchants anda
very serious loss to the supporting revenues of the Phlilppine
government, . . L

Having directed your attention to this voluntary action on the
part of the Philippine sugar producers, you will note the sugges-
tion of the President in his message that this be again reduced to
1,037,000 tons, creating an additional loss of 163,000 tons. We
estimate, if this law is passed, a total loss of our American market
to t:hc:1 extent of 368,000 tons now ready for shipment or in the

ound.
ng raise no captious objections to this program, but there is one
feature of the bill which requires amendment and clarification.

This suggestion that I am_about to make was presented to the
House by the beet-sugar people, by Hawaii, by Puerto Rico, by the
cane people and the beet people-of other producing areas, and that
is that the %ota should be fixed and definite. '

Senator King. Senator, may I interrupt yout

Mr. Hawes. Yes. -

Senator Kina. Do you understand that this is to be a permanent
plan, or rather, that 1t comes within the terms of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, which expires, it is thought and it is hoped by
many, in 2 years?

Mr. Hawes. &y idea is that it will be a ﬁermanent plan, because
sugar is a world-wide subject, and the whole world is trying to
reduce the sugar output, and the President made a statement which
is satisfactory to us, as follows:

The average marketings of the past 3 years provide on the whole an
equitable base, but the base period should be flexible enough to allow slight
adjustments as between certain producing areas,

On such a basis our President submitted the following preliminary
and temporary quotas for the various producing areas supplying
‘ugar to the United States:

Short tons
Jontinental beet, 1, 450, 000
wouisiana and Floride 260, 000
Tawali 935, 000
2uerto Rico. N - 821, ggg
;l;{)ltppine Islands 1, 087,

T -

“irgin Islands , "B,

Total - ’ 6, 452, 000

o
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These recommendations are based on the last 3 years’ deliveries,
for all the areas except Cuba, fair enough in their way, taking a
broacli view of the subject, but decidedly a hardship for the Filipino

eople,
P Tll)xis bill proposes to abandon the 8 years’ basis on which the quotas
are arrived at and to broaden this basis by an additional 5 years.
You can readily understand what this means not only to the Philip-
pines, but to beets, continental cane, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and all
other areas,

May I stop just long enough to inject a thought that we have
probably taken the high peaks in domestic, continental, and colonial

roducing areas, but this would provide an opportunity of going
ack 8 years and increasing the quota from Cuba. .

As one of the witnesses said yesterday, it might be increased as
much as 8,000,000 tons. .

Senator Kina. Well, that would be possible.

.Sengator Cosrioan. Also decreasing the quota from the Philip-

ines
P Mr. Hawes. Yes. Gentlemen of the committee, we can raise under
the American flag every ton of suhgar consumed by the American
people, and when I say “under the American flag”, I mean, of
course, continental United States, the Philippines, Puerto Rico,
Hawaii, and the Virgin Islands. T therefore res ctfully urge that
the committee follow the quotas given by the President, and that
they be based on the 8 last years’ production; that there be no
uncertaintﬁ about it; and when I make this statement gentlemen
X believe that those who preceded me and those who will follow will
all agree that that uncertainty should be dispelled.

Senator Gore. You would fix those 3 years, Senator, and not have
a sliding period ?

Mr. Hawes. That is the idea exactly.

Senator Couzens. What was the tonnage provided in the Hawes-
Cuttinﬁbill?

Mr. Hawes. Eifht hundred and fifty thousand long tons. Reduced
to short tons would be 958,000 short tons. :

Se?nator Couzens, Would that be satisfactory to the Philippines
now ~
Mr. Hawes, Oh, no. In the Hawes-Cutting bill we put that in
there because that was the high peak, and I am very thankful to
the Senator for asking me that question, because it may call for a
little explanation, which he will find in this memorandum. -

Java changed the kind of cane that it planted. Louisiana did the
same. Puerto Rico and Hawaii did the same, and the Philippines
produced the same kind of cane that is now produced in all the
other areas feeding the market of the United States. They have not
increased their acreage. I believe, in 5 years, there is probably an
increase of only 86,000 acres.

Senator Gorg, Out of a total of what?

Mr. Hawes, Out of a total of over a half a million acres.

Gentlemen, the Philippines have today on their way here 1,400,000
tons due not to any new investments, not due to any increased mill
capacities but due solely to the changing of the variety of cane, the
same kind of cane that is being used throughout the world.
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~ Senator King. When {ou say on the road, you do not mean phys-

ically, but in the ground

Mr. Hawes. In the l%round.

Senator King, On the floors?
. Mr. Hawgs, In the ground and on the floors. Now, gentlemen,
that is the only point that I want to make, and I think in making
that request, you will find that every other sugar-producing area
outside of Cuba asks for the same amendment.

("Che information requested is as follows:)

BRIEF ON THB PHILIPPINE SUGAR INDUSTRY
I. SUGAR PRODUCTION IN THE PHILIPPINES

(1) A very old industry, centuries old.

(2) Paralyzed by revolutions, 18906-1902, 6 years,

(3) Free trade with the United States; responsible for encouragement
of industry.

(4) Underwood initinted equal treatment policy.

(8) No expansion in areas, but increased production due to improved va-
rieties of cune. Congress limited acquisition of publie lands to 2,600 acres,

(6) Economic stability of islands mainly due sugar industry. Two million
people employed ; main support of government.

(7) Sugar.pays for United States purchases,

11, UNITED STATES RESPONSIBILITY TO PHILIPPINES AND CUBA

(1) Cuba liberated, Philippines retatned.

(2) Responsibility to Cuba national; not individual groups.

(8) Cuban sugar and Philippines sugar problems.

(4) Cuba produces seven times sugar per capita as Philippines.

(6) Land holdings in Cuba enormous; in Philippines restricted by law.
(6) Philippine ranks eighth as United States customer; Cuba fifteenth.

II1. THE PHILIPPINE POSITION
- [APPENDIX, AMERICAN-PHILIPPINE COMMERCE]

{1) Increased forty-fold since American occupation.

(2) Significance of balance of trade. Favorable due to paymeits for hond
interest, freight, insurance, etc.

(8) Free trade resulted in mutual benefits,

(4) Philippines one of our best markets.
; g(l?t)h In 1931, Philippines ranked eleventh; in 1932, ninth; in 1933 (9 months),
e .
(6) Best per capita in Orient,
(7) Potential market due to increasing population,
(8) Philippine commerce and American shipping.
(9) Very important to American banking and finance,
(10) The Philippines, a real gold mine?

SUGAR PRODUCTION IN THE PHILIPPINES

History records that when Magellan discovered the Philippines in 1521 he
found the natives already growing sugarcane, but not until the latter part
of the eighteenth century did the Philippine farmers seriously begin growing
sugarcane. In 1856 the Philippines exported §8,172 short tons of sugar., By
1875 the sugar exports of the islands had increased to 141,218 short tons, and
in 1895 the Philippines reached its rvecord of sugar exportation under the
Spanish regime, exporting 876,401 short tons of sugar that year, a figure which
was not exceeded untfl 1922,

The foregoing facts indicate the highly developed state of the Philippine
sugar industry during the last 50 yeurs of Spanish rule in the islands, Philip-
)iine sugar being able then to compete in the waorld’s markets.

’
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PARALYZED BY REVOLUTIONS 1806-1902

During the 6 years of warfare caused by the Philippine revolution in 1898
and the conflict with the United States lasting until 1902, the sugar industry
was ruined and paralyzed to such an extent that for over 10 years after
a&l::e\;iﬁgns occupation sugar exports of the islands decreased to negligible

ntities.

FREE TRADE WITH THE UNITED STATES

On August 5, 1009, Congress passed the Payne-Aldrich tariff act, establish.
ing free trade with the Philippine Islands, and allowing sugar free entry into
the United States to the extent of 800,000 tons.

During the consideration by Congress of this legislation proposing free-
trade relationship between the Philippines and the United States, the Philip.
pine people opposed the adoption of this measure, and through their Philippine
Assembly, on March 27, 1909, adopted a joint resolution petitioning Congress
not to establish free trade, on the ground that, in the words of the petition,
“* » & Jree trade between the United States and the islands would in the
future become highly prejudiciul to the economic interests of the Philippine
people and would bring about a situation which might hinder the attainment of
the independence of the said people.” Despite this protest by the Philippine
people, Congress imposed free trade upon them.

OSCAR UNDHRWOOD INITIATED POLICY OF EQUAL TRBATMENT

In 1918 when the Democratic Party came into power Congress enacted the
Underwood-Simmons tariff law, on October 8§, 1918, which removed the restriec-
tive provisions in the previous law of 1909 with respect to sugar and tobacco.
Congressman Underwood, who sponsored the bill, explaining the removal of
these restrictions on the floor of the House, stated as follows:

“ The change In this puragraph of the bill is largely striking out the lmita-
tion on the fmportation of sugar, filler, and cigar tobacco and wrapper
tobacco * * * We may leave the limit where it is * * * but we would
leave it where it is to the shame of every American citizen, We could not
honestly face those dependent people who give us free trade in their markets
if we close our doors here * * * Because we do not want to stand and
face that world in such a position as that and say (to the Filipinos) that under
our law we command you to open the door, so that American goods can flow
into your country, because we have the power to do it, and then turn around
and say to them that on the only thing they can import, practically, into our
country and make a market for we will close our doors and prevent them
developing their trade, I say that no true-born American citizen who faces
this question fairly and squarely and understands the situation will consent to
that,” In every tariff act of Congress since 1913, equality of treatment of
Philippine products with continental and other colonial products was recog-
nized, and Congress has many times declared that as long as the Philippine
Islands remain under the American flag their produets will be treated in the
United States in the same manner as the products of Puerto Rico, Hawali, or
any State of the Union,

, AMERIOAN INITIATIVE

The establishment of free trade had the immediate effect of attracting Awmer-
ican capital into the islands for the development of the sugar industry. In
1910, a group of Americans obtained concessions in the Island of Mindoro, a
heretofore undeveloped, uninhabited territory, and constiucted the first modern
centrifugal sugar factory in the Philippine 1slands. Two years later, two
other American companies established sugar centrals at Calamba, on the Island
of Luzon, and at San Carlos, on the Island of Negros.

Thus, the modern development of the sugar ingustry was initiated by ploneer-
ing American business men and American capital, because it took n decade to
convince the Philippine farmers of the advantages of improving their sugar
production and manufacture by the use of modern methods, and not until
1918-21 were the Filipino producers convinced of the necessity of modernizing
their methods. Then also began the establishment of the six so-called *bank
centrals” with the financial aid of the Philippine National Bank.
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ANTIQUATED OARABAO MILLS REPLACED Y MODERN CENTRALS

As a result of these changes, the replacement of these thousands of primitive,
inefficient wooden carabao mills by modern centrals and factories, and the
recent improvement in methods of cultivation and planting of higher-yielding
cane varieties, sugar production in the Philippines in the past two decades has
naturally doubled and trebled as has happened in Cuba, Hawaii, Puerto Rico,
Java, Formosa, and other sugarcane-producing countries when those countries
changed their methods of manufacture from the antiquated mills to the mod-
ern factories, It is a well-known fact that the wooden carabao mills then in
vogue in the islands could only extract 30 or 40 percent of the sugar content
of the cane while the modern sugar central factory recovers as much as 92 to
93 percent of the sugar in the cane, Had the cane harvested in 1895, which
turned out a production of 481,000 short tons, been miiled by the modern
centrals now established in the islands, the result would have been a production
of about 1,100,000 short tons.

The modernization of the sugar industry of the Philippine Islands which
has taken place in the past two decades thas now been completed with the
establishment of 44 modern sugar factories in various sugar regions with the
normal and maximum productive capacity of 1,400,000 and 1,800,000 short tons,
respectively.

NO EXPANSTON IN AREAS

However, there has been very little increase in the acreage for sugarcane
in the Philippines since the Spanish regime, In 1805, when the Philippines
produced a crop of 431,000 short tons, the record under the Spanish regime,
there was planted to sugarcane that year at least 500000 acres of land, as
compared with 596,000 acres planted i 1921, and 633,000 i 1431,

The increase in sugar production in the Philippines »as, therefore, been
brought about not by increasing acreage, but by improvements in the technique
of production and milling and by increased yields per acre through the sub-
stitution for the native cane varieties of superior varieties in use in Java,
Cuba, Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and in Louisiana and Florida,

The Philippine Department of Agriculture gives the following tabie showing
the annual area planted to sugarcane for the decade, 1921 to 1981,

' Area acres Area aores
1885 500,000 | 1926 572, 886
1921 : 596,878 | 1927.... 586, 501
1022 865, 076 | 1928. 585, 636
1923 561,642 | 1929. 636, 811
1024 561, 896 | 1080. 640, 073
1925 691,740 | 1931 638, 031

The foregoing data show that for the past decade the area planm to
sugar cane increased only 86,858 acres, or 6 percent.

Congress not only imposed upon the Philippines free trade with the United
States, but in addition they placed a limitation upon land ownership; the
limitation was 1,024 hectares or 2,600 acres. Therefore, with the exception
of one central in existence before tbis limitation, the sugar acreage is prac-
tically all in small holdings, entirely unlike the situation in other producing
areas,

The successful cane areas are found today in the regions where there are
established communities, where there is a dependable supply of cane bying
produced by hundreds of thousands of small planters, and where labor is
plentiful and readily available,

SUGAB INDUSTRY MAINTAINS PHILIPPINE ECONOMIO STABILITY

Practically all the lands devoted to the cultivation of sugarcane in the
Philippines are tilled by Filipinos numbering 2,000,000 including their families,

Unlike other sugar-producing countries, which must rely on foreign labor
to grow sugar, the Philippines depends solely upon native labor for its produc-
tion of sugar., It is to be noted in this connection that considering the social
value of the sugar industry, the Philippines can claim that all of the benefit
accruing to the people who grow the cane goes to 100 percent Filipino labor,
owing allegiance to the United States—a record which cannot very well be



106 sSUGAR BEETS AND SU'GAR CANE AS BASIC QOMMODITIES

gl&ttched by other sugar-producing countries supplylng sugar to the United
es,

Of the 48 provinces, 17 with a population of over 7,000,000 people, or more

than half of the total population of the islands, are directly or indirectly
dependent upon the sugar industry. At least, 2,000,000 farmers, laborers, and
their families depend for their livelihood upon the growing of sugar cane.
. The sugar industry more than any other industry in the islands has been
responsible in raising the standard of living of the Filipino people. Recog-
nized authorities place the standard of Hving of the Filipino people 800
percent above that of the peoples of their neighboring countries.

The investment in this industry is controlled by Filipino and American
investors. Part of the investment made by thé Filipinos was borrowed from
their national banks with encouragement from American officials. Very
little of the capital may be called foreign capital. The total aggregate invest-
ments in the Philippine sugar industry amount to $251,512,535 as follows:

Investments in centrals $84, 012, 5633
Investments in lands 140, 000, 000
Crop loans. 22, 600, 000
Miscellaneous investments. ) &6, 000, 000

Total 251, 512, 535

Of the total of $84,012635 invested in centrals, 40 percent is American
investment; 87 percent Filipino; 22 percent Spanish; and 1 percent cosmopolt-
tan, as shown in the following table:

Peroen- Percon:

Num- tage of Num- ot

Nationality | "8’ | TORaae " | total | Netionallty | R0t [ TOt tugest :,vsggg

trals ments , L trals imonts

Amorlean. ....eee.. 12 815,650 40 || Others.....v..... . 2 $702,417 1
Fillpino...-.......] 22 ’g?:m.sw 37 .

Spanish__222702C 0| 18,216,874 22 Total. ..... .| 45] 84,012,535 100

The investment classified as * Spanish” includes investments made by two
of the oldest established companies in the islands—one established 70 years
ago, and the other more than 60 years ago—so that it is generally considered
in the Philippine Islands that these are Philippine investments, Moreover,
many of the holders of the stock of the centrals classified as * Spanish” are
in fact Filipinos.

Of the 44 centrals in the Philippine Islands, approximately 24, or more than
one .half of them, are small mills, with capacities ranging from 150 to 750
tons of cane per day. Most of the mills are financed by a group of Filipinos,
while a few others were established by cosmopolitan investors, including
m;ilipix;ﬁs, Americans, and others,” No Chinese are financially interested in
the mills. .

In 1932 sugar and its byproducts constituted 63 percent of the value of all
exports from the islands, Practically all the sugar exported went to the
United States, as shown in the following statistics: .

To all countrles To United States

Value Percent]  Value Porcent

1. Sugar and byproducts $60,380,000 | 63.31 | $60,145,000 | 90.64
2. Go%onucs and Manuaotire Of...eeeceecececccacenananuen 15,455,000 1 16,211 12,063,000 | - 78,08
3. Tobaocco and manufaocture of. h 6711 . 8,243,000| 80,68
4. Manlla hemp and manufacture of...c.cecccvancconsen . 5,675,000 { &.08 1,803,000 | 33,38
8. Embrolderfes....ec-ceecrcecnannacreae ececanavos) , 267, 3.43 3,252,000 | 990,53
6. Lnmber and timber. 835, 000 .87 - 173,000 20,74
, BAt8eaeomenne weeedl . 501,000 - .62 435,000 [ - 73.71
8. 'Pear] buttons, 4,000 .28 244,000 | %00,
¢ Other exports.....cvne.. .- 2,514,000 | 264} 1,200,000 47

Y Total.e...ol. ..| 95,880,000 |.200.00 | 82,648,000 | : 86,80
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His Excellency, Hon, Frank Murphy, Governor General of the Philippine
Islands, stressing the effect sugar production upon the country in his ecable to
the War Department on September 8, 1983, called attentton to the following
statistical points:

“ (1) Sugur accounted for 63 percent of all income derived from export
trade in 1932, Remove it from the list and a favorable visible balance of
trade 030315,500,000 would have been converted into a negative balance of

4,500,000,
$4“ (2) The total annual income from all sources is estimated at $200,000,000
sugar comprising nearly 30 percent of the total,

“ (8) There are 10 banks in the Philippines and in addition 8 private com-
panies engaged in agricultural financing, The total loans, overdrafts, and ad-
vances of these 13 establishments amount to $72,500,000, Of this amount
$34,000,000 or 47 percent is advanced on sugar. ’

“ (4) Considering the Government-owned Philippine National Bank alone,
its loans, overdrafts, and advances amount to $22,5600,000, of which $17,500,000
or 77 percent, is advanced on sugar,

“ {6) The Government-owned Manila Railroad collected $2,800,000 as freight
revenue in 1932, Of this amount nearly $1,000,000, or over 40 percent, was
derfved from handling sugar.

% (6) The Philippine Railways in Cebu, lloilo, and Panay, in large part
guaranteed by the Government, also derives the bulk of its freight revenue
from sugar.

“(7) Five of our leading Provinces, Occidental Negros, Oriental Negros,
Pampanga, Laguna, and Tarlao, arve largely supported by taxation from sugar,
Extreme withdrawal of this support in these.provinces would seriously affect
the public finances and be reflected in cessation of public works and closing
of schools, * ¢ *»

8UGAR PAYS FOR PURCHASES IN UNITED STATES

The Philippine sugar industry has thus been developed within highly pro-
tective tariff walls both at the market in the United States and at the place
of production, in the Philippines. Without the United States tarlff protection
the industry cannot survive world competition, . .

As sugar constitutes 63 percent of the total value of all exports from the
Philippines, the purchases of these islands from the United States are mainly
paid for by the sugar exported to the American market,

It is to be noted that as a consequence of their ability to market their sugar
in the United States, the Filipinog are today one of the best customers of
American agriculture and industry.

Since taking over the islands 30 years ago, America’s trade with the Philip-
pines has increased fortyfold, from a little over $5,000,000 in 1899, to over
$200,000,000 in 1029, :

According to the compilation recently made by the United States Chamber
of Co(xlngnterce, the Philippines today ranks eighth among the customers of the
Unite ates, .

DEVHLOPMENT OF INDUSTRY BRIEFLY SUMMARIZED

The foregoing facts and data about the development of the sugar industry.
in the Philipﬁines may be summarized as follows:. :

That long before America went to the Philippines, the Filipino had a sugar
industry which was relatively more highly developed than that in any of the
sugar principal producing countries today;

That Congress and the Federal Government, by imposing free trade on the
Philippines, were responsible for- bringing about the modernization of the
industry which resulted in recent increased production; . :
" That with free trade America has secured a monopoly of the Philippine
market, with the resuit that the standard of living there has increased 300
percent-above that of the-surrounding countries, making it impossible for the
industry to survive world’s competition after the withdrawal of the  United
States tariff protection; - : ‘

* That the sugar industry is now the very foundation of the social, economice,
and political life of the Filipino people; and - - SRR -

That, recognizing tbese circumstances, Congress has consistently followed
the policy that as long as the Islands are under the American fing, their
products shall be given equal treatment in the American market with any
products produced under that flag.
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THE SUGAR-STABILIZATION PLAN

On the 27th of June 193%, at the request of the Federal Government, there
assembled in Washington 3entatives of (1) continental beet growers,
(2) continental cane growers, \é) Philippine, (4) Hawalian, (8) Puerto Rican,
and (8) Cuban sugar growers end processors, for the purpose of drawing a
marketing agreement, which, in the words of Mr. Charles J. Brand, coad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration—
will be equitable for everyone who has a legitimate place in the picture.

Hearings and discussions continued from June 27 and until a signed agree-
ment was secured on September 25, 1933, a period of 8 months, which de-.
velo, statistics, facts, and divers arguments on every phase of the sugar

problem,
UNITED STATES OONSUMPTION

From the testimony and briefs filed, it is now possible to separate and set
out certain indisputable facts., Dr. John Lee Coulter, sugar expert, member
of the Tariff Commission, the conferees, and other national experts agreed
that the domestic consumption for 1933-84, including certain classes of sugar
for manufacturing purposes, was approximately 6,500,000 short tons,

ESTIMATED PRODUOTION, 1083-34

To supply this domestic sugar market, continental and Insular areas claimed
at that time a tonnage production aggregating 5,105,000 short tons, as follows:

Continental areas: Short tons
United States beet. 1, 525, 000
Loulsiana 250, 000
Florida 60, 000

Total continental 1, 835, 000
S e ———

Insular areas:

Hawait 1, 025, 000
Puerto Rico. 25,
Virgin Islands. h

Philippines 1, 404, 000

Total insular areas. . 8, 860, 000

1

Total continental and insular. 5, 195, 000

There would, therefore, be left for Cuba and foreign areas a balance of
1,805,000 short tons.

The Philippine estimate was a presentation of figures prepared jointly by the
Bureau of Insular Affairs, Governor General Frank Murphy, representatives of
the Department of Commerce, representatives of the Department of Agriculture,
and the Philippine Sugar Growers Association, and the national sugar
statisticlans, Willett and Gray, and by Dr, John Lee Coulter.

BASIO QUOTAS

The marketing agreement, in the form in which it was finally signed by
all the domestic producers, except Louisiana, assigned the following quotas for
a 8-year period in short tons, raw basis: Short

ré tons

Beet sugar, United States continental 1, 760, 000
Louislana, United States continental 250, 000
Florida, United States continental 60,000
Hawail, United States insular 975, 000
Puerto Rico, United States insular, 875, 000
Virgin Islands, United States insular, 15, 000
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Bhort tons

Philippine Islands, United States insular.. 1, 100, 000
Cuba, foreign 1, 700, 000
Total 8, 7125, 000

The algnature of the Philippine representative to this agreemment was affixed
with a reservation as to the quota of 1,100,000 tons,

The signature was given only because of an earnest desire to cooperate in
what was at that time stated to be the wish of the President.

Under the estimated American consumption of 6,500,000 tons, Cuba could send
to this country approximately 1,800,000 tons, The marketing agreement as-
gigned Cuba a basic quota of 1,700,000 short tons with additional deliveries
of 800,000 tons for the first year, 200,000 tons for the second year, and 100,000
tong for the third year. _

PHILIPPINE DELIVERIES BXCEED QUOTA

The following are the figures of United States consumption for the calendar
year of 1933, compared with the quotas under the marketing agreement:

Increaso
stonited | Percent Taer | oS
wimpront| V8| e | e
quota
Ot Ktases beet Qoo anesl| nusooo| -sss00
mumm&?g;gxma cane. 314,738 498 '810,000  +4,786
Total, continental, 1,680, 714 26.61 | 2,060,000 [.cc.cuauunne
Insular areas:
s ) ag am
Philippine Islands.. 1,241,228 10.65| 1,100,000 | 141,228
Total, fnsutar 3,029,348 47.92| 2,005,000 |........
For e 1,600,711 25.84 | 1,700,000 |  ~09,289
Others 8,231 13
Total, foreign 1,608, 42 28.47| 1,700,000 |..... ——eenae
Grand total 6,816,004 100,00 | 6,725,000 |-ceeuenenee
1 Compiled from Willet & Gray.

The foregoing statistics demonstrate the pertinent fact that the Philippine
Islands is the only major sugar area which not only reached its estimate but
exceeded substantially its basic quota. This excess was 141,000 short tons,

PHILIPPINE SUGAR COMPLEMENTARY T0 DOMESTIC SUPPLY

It is also to be noted that continental beet and cane sugar supplies 27 percent
of the American sugar consumption; Hawail and Puerto Rico 28 percent, the
Philippines 20 percent, or a total of 756 percent.

Hven with its potential production under existing mill capacities, the Philip-
%mg ;vél:a(t:ontrlbute only 25 percent of the amount of sugar consumed in the

n wl

Philippine sugar is not, therefore, a competitor of United States continental or
of other insular sugars. It merely supplements the domestic supply.

42381848
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UNITED STATES BESPONSIBILITY T0 PHILIPPINES AND CUBA

There has been a propaganda designed to magnify United States responsi-
bility to Cuba and minimize the same responsibility to the Philippine Islands,

This is unfortunate and embarrassing, but, as there is an attempt to make
the Philippines pny substantially the entire bill for benefits which are to acerue
to Cuba, it compels a reluctant statement,

CUBA LIBERATED, PHILIPPINES RETAINED

In the year 1898, as the result of the War with Spain, there came into the
possession of the United States Puerto Rico and the Philippine Islands. Hawali
was placed under American sovereignty in the same year because of its strategic
naval importance. The Virgin Istands followed by purchase in 1917,

Americans went to Cuba as liberators and benefactors in a war which lasted
only 90 days. Because of this war the United States was compelled to continue
& new war in the Philippines for three and a half years.

‘The United States governs the Philippine Islands, although the Philippines
pay their own bills and the entire cost of their government,

hA great naval station and a division of America’s Army are maintained
there.

The American flag fiies and will continue to fly for many years.

RESPONSIBILITY 70O CUBA NATIONAL; NOT INDIVIDUAL GROUP

All of these territories or insular possessions over which the American flag
flies are entitled to equal and impartiai treatment in the matter of quotas and
reservations.

They should not be discriminated against in their economic welfare for the
benefit of a foreign nation,

If the United States is under an obligation to assist Cuba in its time of dis-
tress, it is a national obligation to be borne equally by all of the people of the
United States, and not by one particular arca or vne special group.

Oontinental and insular sugar growers are not responsible for disorder in

Cuba, for its financial dificulties, or for the reckless expenditure of American
millions in the overproduction of sugar. :
- While American citizens and Colonials are undoubtedly sympathetic with
the difiicuities now confronting Cuba, we respectfully submit that if their
responsibility is a United States responsibllity, it does not belong exclusively
to the sugur-producing areas of the nation, much less especially to the Philip-
pine Islands.

Cuba is a foreign nation, with its own flag and its own government.

The limitation on American relationship is the Platt Amendinent, which was
enacted more for the benefit of Cuba than for the United States. With this
exception, Amerlca has no more responsibility to Cuba than to any other
foreign nation. .

OUBAN SUGAR AND PHILIPPINE SUGAR PROBLEMS

It is asserted that Cuban sugar production is essentlal to preserve its
economic life,

This is equally true of the Philippines, Sixty percent of its total business
1s related to sugar; 63 percent of its total exports is sugar, which finds its
only market in the United States.

The Philippines have an ocean haul of 11,000 miles, requiring from 45 to
60 days to reach their market, Cuba has relatively a short distance to the
American market, taking but few hours of sailing to reach American shores.

While there are ample provisions for storing reserve sugar in Cuba, ware-
house storage capacity in the Philippines is extremely limited,

A Iarge reserve in the Philippines will be a constant threat to the world
market, It will tend to keep down the price. L
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CUBA PRODUCES SEVEN TIMES SUGAR PER OAPITA AS PHILIPPINES

Phere are four times as many people living in the Philippine Islands as
there are in Cuba.

Cuba has an area of 41,000 square miles with a population of only 8,700,000.
The Philippines have an area of 114,000 square miles with a population of
14,000,000, an increase of 7,000,000 since American oeccupation. It will only
be a short time before they will have a population of 25,000,000, with a poten-
tial population of 60,000,000, .

Cuba, according to Willett and Gray, produced in 1932-33 a total of 2,233,000
short tons, or a per capita sugar production of 1,200 pounds, while for the same
period the Philippines produced 1,283,000 short tons, or a per capita production
of only 180 pounds. .

Cuba is therefore producing seven times as »much sugar per capita as the
Philippines.

LAN[% HOLDINGS IN CUBA ENORMOUS; IN PHILIPPINES RESTRICTED BY LAW

As is the case in most tropical countries, Cuba’s ownership of sugar-produc-
ing lands is confined to a few large proprietors having immense land holdings,
They usually control the factory as well as the lands on which the sugar is
grown. It is, therefore, quite apparent that social disadvantuges often arise
from this system of sugar production.

In the Philippines land holdings are restricted by law. Sugar is produced
by ggousunds of small farmers with small land holdings, ranging from 1 or 2
to acres.

There are no serious soclal disadvantages so far as labor is concerned,
and there 18 no contract labor in the Philippines, .

PUILIPPINES RANK EIGHTH AS UNITED STATES OUSTOMER; OUBA RANKS FIFTEENTH

To tax the Filipino people—and curtallment is a tax—for the sole benefit
of Cuba is not an equitable thing.

Because there is trouble in Cuba does not preclude the probability of trouble
in the Philippines, since America forced them into the sugar business by
act of Congress and it is now proposed to reduce their sugar business to assist
a foreign nation,
af'.l‘heﬂf’hilippmes are America's eighth best world customer; Cuba ranks

teenth,

Nothing herein is intended to discourage or oppose assistance for Cuba, but
is merely a plea for fair and equal treatment for another great sugar-producing
arca under the sovereignty of the United States -and over which flies the
American flag.

THE PHILIPPINE POSITION

The Philippine representatives in the prolonged marketing agreement con-
ferences, in all verbal statements, and in three different briefs have clearly
defined their position as desiring to cooperate and make equitable sacrifices
where necessary,

PhiMippine sugar producers are anxious to cooperate with the Federal Gov-
ernment and with colonial and insular producers in any plan which is equitable
and falr, which 18 not discriminatory or destructive. They are prepared to
make common sacrifices, but must instst that burdens and benefits should be
proportional and equitable,

PHILIPPINE SUGAR ASSOOIATION,
. By Harry B. HAwEs,
United States Representative.

WasHuiNagTON, D.C,,

February 23, 1984,
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APPENDIX, AMERICAN-PHILIPPINE COMMERCE

(1) Increased fortyfold since American occupation.

(2) Significance of balance of trade. Favorable due to payments for bond
Interest, freight, insurance, and so forth.

(8) Free trade resulted in mutual benefits,
g (4; Philippines one of our best markets,
lg(l?th In 1931, Philippines ranked eleventh ; in 1932, ninth ; in 1933 (9 months),
e 1]
(6) Best per capita in Orient,
(7) Potential market due to increasing populecion,
(8) Philippine commerce vital to American shipping.
(9) Very important to American banking and finance,
(10) The Philippines, a real gold mine.

AMERICAN-PHILIFPINE TRADE

Since the United States took over the Philippine Islands in 1899 our trade
with the Philippines has increased 40 times, from a little over $5,000,000 in
1889 to over $200,000,000 in 1920. Our sales to the Philippines, since taking
them over have increased 91 times, from $1,350,000 in 1899 to $92,600,000 in
1929, On the other hand, our purchases from the Philippines increased 82
times, from $8,985,000 in 1899 to $124,465,000 in 1929,

These figures show a most significant fact; that is, that the purchasing
power of the Philippine people for the products of American farms and indus-
tries has increased at a relatively greater rate than thelr sales to us.

Trade with the United States compared with all other countrics
TRADE WITH THE UNITED STATES

Percent of Percent of Percont of
Years ended Dec. 31 Imports total Exports total Total trade total
imports exports trade

Pesos - Pesos

7 7,870, 510 28| 10,576,082 16

9 5,021,702 13| 10,228,008 1

12 9, 002, 584 18] 16,161,004 16

12| 22,051,808 401 81,258,244 25

11] 26,142,852 40 33,817,052 2%

17| 23,800,936 401 33,807,876 3

10 29,680,814 44| 40,860,708 82

17| 23,738,578 36| 32 604,380 27

17| 20,658,774 31 , 793, 850 24

17] 20,001, 810 32| 91,108,182 25

21| 20,453,028 42| 42,843,688 32

40| 84,483,450 42| 74,620, 524 41

40| 30,846, 254 44| 78 18€C 2% 42

30 45,764,014 41| 04,382,034 40

‘80 32, 868, 036 3¢ £6, 220, 558 £2

49 | 48,886, 420 50( 06,878,222 50

83| 47,300,422 44| 100, 008, 860 43

50 71, 208, 265 81| 117,021,611 81

57| 126,468,717 66 | 201,710,012 62

uEmE B mam o

62| 210,432,825 |~ 70| 895 012 081 [}

84| 100,713, 588 87| 248,073,016 61

60| 128,223, 201 67| 223,000,853 63

87| 170,004,046 70| 270,790,116 65

861 104,627,805 72| 3185 425,011 65

88| 218,089,883 73| 886,685,040 66

60| 200,000, 430 78| 848,157,600 67

62| 232, 076, 800 75| 363,033,004 69

TR .

154, 376, 008 6| oaik 108 20| 2or e 15 7

102, 595, 499 65| 165,295,733 87 261: 861, 232 k14
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TRADE WITH ALL OTHER COUNTRIES

Years ended Deo. 31 Imports Exports Total trade
800 Ston|  Jrmmes| o oonam
p! .o » g )

1000..¢.- 48,421,162 , 059, 83, 480, 206
001 256, 432 89,914,122 93, 170, 854
1002, , 877, 934 801,01 92, 760, 806
1003 89, 048, 568 ) 08, 509, 208
1904.... 48,057,822 34, 989, 064 83,040,836
1908...- 48,021, 208 7, 228, 734 86, 140,042
5 43,561, 764 41, 547, 206 83, 808,970
1007... 80,772, 544 45, 536, 96, 300, 504
1008. v 48,168, 868 44, 300, 634 92, 469, 202
1000.ccacunncccnccusnncnnsncancnnnacscsnsscnscnnne -vonn 49,278, 176 40, 305, 80, 673, 824
1010.. 59, 301, 638 40,773,478 106, 075, 114
1911.ceen.. , 734, 840 49, 829, 000 107, 563, 840
1912... 74,717,782 64,082, 138, 500, 368
1013... . , 263, 62,077,876 118, 950, 926
1014 cemcnccmnccncnane 49, 164, 604 48, 523, 97, 678,353
1018, caaee EmmmsssuAs SRR e, SRy ana e e . 48,862, 220 60, 319, 636 108, 181,816
1916 - » 207, 329 68, 878, 100 113, 845, 420

1917.. 5 766 64, 789, 121,002,

70, 549, 201 92,095, 127 171,644,3

1010 ccennncnnacas - .ee 5 278 112, 930, 268 109, 225,
...... 4, 297, 000 91,815,186 206, 112, 105
1021..... ceancscsasssesonnncccnssasanassansanaaans 83,417, 118 78, 817, 158, 934,177

eevennsanecnaance . aee , 018, 638 943, 39 127, 862,

1023.... ceem ee .e- 74,204,424 71,411,934 148, 708,
S . , 224, 884 061, 5 171, 286, 104

........ .e 100, 870, 501 , 664, b 180, 836,
1928... 5, 748 78, 762, 209 169, 208, 987
1927... aeme . 88, 746, 340 79,071, 870 167,818, 019
1928... 101, 597, 661 78,037, 341 ), 535, 002
1929.. . .- 109, 134, 632 9, 962, 7 189, 097, 371
1030.. 89, 819, 850 , 650, 1 5, 469, 083
1031... - - 74,078,071 41, 009, 356 118,177,428
wae 56,104,671 , 380, , 515,000

Nore.~From officlal report Insular Colleotor of Customs, Phlllxg)ino Islands.
One Peso, Philippine Currenocy is equivalent to 50 cents United States Currenoy.

BIGNIFICANCE OF BALANCE OF TRADH IN PHILIPPINE COMMERCE

In 19382 the Philippines imported $51,290,000 wortli of merchandise from the
United States and exported $82,690,000 worth of Philippine goods to the United
States. There is, therefore, a balance of trade, measured by the value of the
merchandise exports which appear In customs reports, in favor of the Islands
to the amount of $31,000,000. This balance of trade represents the so-called
“ invisible items” in foreign commerce, such as interest payments on bonded
indebtedness, freight, insurance, and dividends paid to American investments
in the Philippine Islands,

The interest payments on the Philippine indebtedness alone amount to from
215 million dollars to 8 million dollars annually.

It is a truism in foreign trade that commerce between temperate countries
and tropical countries tends toward a balance favorable to the tropical coun-
try, due to the fact that the temperate country is generally the investing coun-
try from which capital flows into the tropical country, and in return the
tropical country supplies the raw material and products of the tropics.

England, for example, hus gencrally an unfavorable balance of trade with
countries in which she has fnvested considerably of her surplus capital. The
so-called * favorable balance of trade” .of the DPhilippine Islands with the
United States only demonstrates the fact that to pay off the obligations of the
Philippines an the purchases they make here, they have to sell merchandise
valued in excess of $31,000,000 over the value of their purchases in 1932,
Moreover, the reduced currencies of foreign countries, particularly Japan, had
in the past 3 years, been responsible for decreased imports of American prod-
nets into the Philippines. Japans' goods, because of the depreciated value of
the yen, were able to undersell American goods in the Philippines. To remedy
this, however, the Philippine Legislature, a year ago, adopted six amendments
to the tariff law preventing dumping of foreign goods into the Philippines, as
a consequence of depreciated currencies, thereby protecting American goods in
the Philippines,
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FRED TRADP RESULTED IN MUTUAL BENEFITS

American-Philippine commerce is a healthy relationship. The Philippines
is a tropical country, while the United States is a temperate country. The
products of the Philippines are different from those of the United States,
There 18, therefore, no direct competition between the products of the respec-
tive countries. The Philippines needs the agricultural and industrial products
of the United States, while Americans require raw materials from the Philip-
pines for their homes and industries.

To the Philippines the free-trade arrangement resulted in its present economic
stability and has become the very foundation of its economic and social

progress.

To the United States it has opened the Philippine market to American agri-
cultural and industrial products, to American shipping, banking, mining, and
other economic enterprises.

THE PHILIPPINES 18 ONE OF OUR BEST MARKETS

Today the Philippines is the best market for our cotton goods, dairy prod-
ucts, canned sardines, and galvanized iron sheets,

In recent years, the Philippines bought about $15,000,000 worth of cotton
goods directly from our markets, while it purchasad from other countries ap-
proximately $6,500,000 of cotton goods that were manutactured from the raw
cotton exported by the United States to these countries, This meant to the
American farmers the employment of some 500,000 acres of cotton flelds o
supply the demand in the Philippines for American cotton goods.

The iron and steel mills, foundries, metallurgical and machine shops of the
United States sold that year, 1929, to the Philippines $21,000,000 worth of
iron and steel products, tools, and machines,

The petroleum industry of the United States had supplied the Philippines with
$8,000,000 worth of mineral oils.

The automobile factories had shipped to the islands 8,700 trucks and 3,600
automobiles valied at $7,500,000,

The American farmers had shippead 3,000,000 bushels of wheat to the islands,
the crop from 200,000 acres. Moreover, they sent dairy products valued at
nearly $4,000,000.

UNITED STATES' BEST OUSTOMERS IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE
[Figures from U.8. Department of Com ™ .rce)

Value of United States
exports in 1931

1. United Kingdom - $455, 974, 000

2, CanAda e - e ————— 396, 855, 000

3. Germany. ... ‘ - 166, 050, 000

4, Japan c—— e a e ——— 155, 050, 000

8. France —— -- 121, 820, 000

6 ChINRe e e cm e —— 97, 923, 000

7. Netherlands. 85, 590, 000

8, Belgium o e cacmma——— 69, 441, 000

9. Italy_ 54, 818, 000

10, Argenting — et e —— 62, 652, 000
11. Philippine Islands-cceocmooo --w= 48,883,000
12, Cuba ——— 46, 964, 000
18, British India_ ... ———c e ——— --~ 86,698, 000
14, Spaln et cce e e 33, 971, 000

16, Bruzhle e e 28, 1179, 000
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United States® best customers in order of imporiance, 1932
{From Our World Trade published by the United States Chamber of Commerce]

Por- | wvalue of Po | yar
cont- 9 oonte. uo of
Country stesot|  Sraicy Country s of gatted
' exports] exports exports| exports
. United Xingdom. ..eveeee. 17.9 2.8 , 987, 000
) Ynlted, Kingdom. ... poond BT ¥ 28 | %055 %0
8, Japan. 88 2.0 82,575,000
4 QOTINANY.concnvecnsnancecas 83 2.0| 31,070,000
[X eenmansnacs vevumsseas 6.9 1.8 28,775,000
g. ?&lna..................... %3 }.g g.g%):%
8. Notherlands. cermerrerrrs| 28 !

United States' best oustomers in order of tmportance, January-September, 1933
{Compiled by Our World Trade by the United States Chamber of Commerce]

Per- Val Por- Vi f

cont- alue of cent- altte o

Oountry a&o&f g&'&"s‘; Country aggs ta‘l)‘ ggg:g

oxports) exports ) exports| eXports
1, United Kingdom.......... 17.6 [$104,854,000 || 9, Netherlands...ccceevcecens | 28 478, 000
. CODAGB et 13.4 | 147,707,000 || 10. Belgium....ooooo-ooo- el 26 ‘33:,353 000
Foroesmonmanennans 8.3} ot,085 000 || 11. Mexico. .. 24| 26,870,000
4, Japan 8.3 | 91,205 000 || 12. Argentina. 2.3| 24,908,000
5 Imanm 00eneeverennmnmonnmane g. é zg.% % . g,mn..... } g fg,'% %
S e emeem e G bo0 000 [ 18, Chban oI 17| 19,206,000

8. Philippine Islands......... 29| 82232000

Best per-capita purchaser in Orient for American Products in 1981

Per capita purchasin,
vogver 8: 1031 &

1, Philippines. . §
2, Japan y 2.41
8. British Malaya . 1.68
4, Java and Madura . -— 27
5. China : y - —— - W24
6. British India - —— e m————————————— 10

INCREASING POPULATION

When the United States went to the Islands, the Philippines had but a
population of around 7,000,000, However, after 30 years of American guidance,
during which time they have improved their sanitary service, their population
has doubled until it is now approximately 14,000,000, The Filipinos are becon-
ing more and more Americanized in tastes and in habits, so that if thelr
progress continues it is reasonable to expect that in 20 years from now their
population will have increased to 25,000,000 people, all of whom will have
acquired the American ways of living and who will constitute probably the
best customers of America in the world. Recognized experts claim that the
Philippines, properly developed, can support a population of from 60,000,000, or
approximately half the inhabitants of the United States.
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PHILIPPINE COMMERCE VITAL TO AMERIOAN SHIFPING

Two decades ago there were hardly any American trans-Pacific commercial
lines. Today, however, American shipping is effectively competing with foreign
shipping in the far eustern trade because of the volume of Philippine commerce,
the bulk of which is carried in American bottoms.

Volume of cargo carried by American end foreign vessels from and to the
United States and Philippine Islands, and by Amerioan vessels only from
and to foreign countries, calendar year 1933

INWARD CARGO—~AMERICAN

faie | Cargotn | (hoabor| Cargotn
Natlonality of vessels ot i1 ot el
vessels) vessels)
ADEOAD. ccuceaecerncenscocconrnrennnanen cemessnscssve 121 | 123,823,877 187 101, 887, 908
British cessessantsmacscssnaracacasnsanasana vnes 103 88, 737,917 44 91, 028, 383
Danish - 22 5,771,967 8 3,044, 963
Dutch.. - - 1 504, 311 13 34, 180, 943
{?&geximm 17 19, 52, 430 lg 88, ?2;: 145
anama - 2| 3,788,000 [oeeeermulennnss eeres
Swedish...... ameaceane ceavenacan avane . 1 10, 565, 999
Total.. PR Y wee 208 | 242,878,502 274 419,071,309
OUTWARD CARGO—~AMERICAN
American.. . . 160 | 287,641,104 100 085,173,711
British 132 ), 2 20, 640, 528
Danish asnen 25 48, 352,467
Dutch 2 , 203, 9 5,018,743
A 108 | ss0ia00 000 | I e A
Norweg 60| 116,972 013 24| 11,487,731
Panama. 19 13,211,411 3 , 023,
Total.... 607 | 994,887,706 266 135, 209, 197
INWARD CARGO-~FOREIGN COUNTRIES Lo
Atlantic o Pacifle .
Nationality of vessels (Number|  Cargo in (N“;’,‘b“ ?{ﬁ&"’
vessels) vessols)
AEICAN . eeeeeccrnrecnvocnnasnccnosassscoscasacannsnas x 16, 101, 907 338 331,613, 600
British.... . .- 147 179, 763, 300
Dan neae e wens 30 8, 816, 930
Duteh vemecccrcearecansanaca RN PO leasssasasacnen 14 , 685,
Japaneso - . - 8 )
Norwegian . 321 108,274,878
Panama. . 2 , 788,
8wedish . . eaee eane 1 10, 565, 909
Total.. 14 16, 101, 907 567 077,781,718
* OUTWARD CARGO-FOREIGN COUNTRIES
meri 18 670,770 ki 353, 485, 504
Brltish e vame 168 241,291,424
Danish - . e 28 48, 862, 467
Dutch ccanes 1 8,822,540
Qerman 1 4, 166, 000
Japanese. avale 118 331, 805, 624
Norweglan 84 28, 409,
Panama. 16, 134, 489
Total... 18 670,770 781 { 1,180, 867,772

Nore.—~From official raport of insular colleotor of customs, P.I. 1 kilo equivalent to 2.2 pounds.
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IMPORTANCE TO AMERICAN BANKING AND FINANCE

American banking handles the bulk of Philippine financing. All Philippine
Government loans are floated in the United States, and Philippine Government
funds in the United States are deposited in the banks here. Moreover, a con-
siderable portion of the banking needs in the Philippine Islands is supplied by
American banks' agencles there.

To a great extent this is true of the utilities, commercial houses, and other

industrial establishments.
THE PHILIPPINES, A REAL GOLD MINE

The recent and rapid development of gold mining in the Philippines has
been due mainly to American initiative and enterprise. Most of the successfhl
mining concerns in the Islands are owned by American citizens. Results have
shown that the Philippine Islands have untold deposits of gold that can be
profitably recovered with modern mining equipment. The growth of this new
industry is evident from the value of gold bullion mined in the Philippines
and sent to the United States for the past § years, from 1928-1932, as follows:

Oredol- | Bullion Coin Total

Year lars dollars | dollars | dollars
1928 750 | 1,808,176 1,808,926
1929 10,176 | 8,281,217 |""300,000 | 3, 500, 303
e b B B
19820--oo ool "378 | 5056, 746 5,036,121

A3 a result of the Federal monetary program and the increase in the value
of gold, gold mining in the Philippines has received such an impetus that it
is possible that the islands may in the near future be the largest source of
gold supply of the United States outside of continental areas.

The CmarrmaN. Thank you very much, Senator Hawes.

Mr. Bass, we will take you if you will finish in 15 minutes. Then
we are ﬁ)ing to adjourn for the afternoon. Mr. Bass represents the
Puerto Rican interests.

Senator King. First, it is understood, Mr. Bass, that you may put
into the record anything in your paper that you do not have time

to present,.

STATEMENT OF JOHN BASS, REPRESENTING PUERTO RICO SUGAR
PRODUCERS’ ASSOCIATION

The Crmamrman. Mr. Bass, do you represent the same interest that
Mr. H. R. Bishop represents?

Mr. Bass. No, sir. I am representing over 90 percent of the entire
sroguctxon of raw sugar in Puerto Rico—practically the entire pro-

uction,

The CrarMan. Mr. H, R. Bishop represents whom ¢

Mr, Bass. He represents a few small mills,

The Crammmax. All right, you may proceed. I may say for the
benefit of the audience that we are going to begin hearings promptly
at 10 o’clock in the morning, We probably won’t have hearings in
the afternoon. We want to finish, if possible.

. Mr. Bass. The proposed House bill, at present under considera-
tion, contains certain provisions which the vast majority of sy,

1‘
roducers in the Island of Puerto Rico, whom I represent, consxﬁzr
iscriminatory and highly detrimental to their interests,

*
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Puerto Rico has a population of about 1,600,000 law-abiding United
States citizens and the sugar industry is-the backbone of the island,
The sugars are produced in Puerto Rico by practically 100-percent
American citizens, whose standard of living is way below the stand-
ard which American citizens should enjoy, and which conditions
are due primarily to the large amount of unemployment existin
there, to the sufferings brought about in Puerto Rico on account o
the hurricanes of 1928 and 1932, and due to the low sugar prices
which have prevailed during the last few years. However, it is not
only the Puerto Rican laborer, but also the Puerto Rican farmer
and sugar producer who had to suffer on account of these hurricanes
and low sugar pricos. Many of them are today hopelessly in debt;
others are Bankrupt and a good deal of them lost their properties
throu%lh forcclosure proceedings. These conditions have transgressed
into the general business conditions in the island, and the Puerto
Rican Treasury is in many instances unable to collect back taxes,
thereby seriously affecting the financial conditions in the island. In
spite of this Puerto Rico has Eut up a heroic fight to prevent be-
coming a serious problem for the Federal Government,

In view of these circumstances, I most earnestly ask you to give
my propositions the most serious consideration. :

e are more than willing, and we believe we have demonstrated
this in the past, to cooperate to the fullest extent with the sugar
producers in other areas in order to bring about better conditions in
this important industry, but we must insist that due consideration be
given to our status and our problems, and that, as good American
citizens and as one of the best customers of the mainland, we are
not being discriminated against.

I am introducing herewith certain amendments to the proposed
House bill which I would like to discuss briefly, in order to show
their importance to Puerto Rico.

1. On page 2, seventeenth line, strike out the words “ beet molasses
and siraps ¥ and insert the words “ and bect molasses ? instead.

2. Page 4, twentieth line, add after the semicolon *Provided

wrther, That for purposes of this section the importations from

uerto Rico during the years 1929 and 1933 shall be considered to be
increased by the amouit of the hurricane damage affecting these im-
portations as determined by the Secretary of Kﬁ‘mculturq.”

3. Page 5; second line, cross out the words “ production or the
mrke(g.ings ¥ and insert the words “marketing for consumption”
instead.

4, Page 5, twelfth line, add “(C) From importing sugar into
Puerto Rico.”

5. Page 5, fifteenth line, strike out the word “long” and insert
the word “short ” instead.

6. Page b, seventeenth line, add after the comma the words “ Pyo-
vided, That such quota shall in no event exceed 250,000 short tons
for the State of Louisiana and 80,000 short tons for the State of
Florida.”

7. Page 7, twenty-fourth line, add after the word from” the
words “Puerto Rico.”

8. Page 7, twenty-fifth line, add after the word “ Guam ” the words
“and all or part of the taxes collected upon the processing of sugar
in Puerto Rico.”
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9. Page 1, strike out lines 8, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10.

In accordance with the bill, it is proposeci to give the Secretary of
Agriculture the power to restrict importation of Puerto Rican sugars
into the continental United States equivalent to a 3-year average of
jmportations during the years 1925 to 1933. As you undoubtedly
know, the Puerto Rican importations during 1929 and 1933 were sub-
normal on account of the fact that these importations were most
seriously affected by an act of God. We cannot possibly conceive that
after we have suffered enormous hardships and financial setbacks
due to these hurricanes, we should now be called upon to accept these
drastic curtailments brought about by these hurricanes during these
years as a standard for our future, and that other domestic areas‘and
even foreign countries should be allowed to take advantage of our
great misfortune also in future years by being given that amount of
the sugar quota in which rightfully belongs to us. We do not ask
for a preferred position. We do not even ask that other sugar areas
shoul({’contribute to make up for the heavy logses which we have sus-
tained due to these hurricanes. All we ask is that the importation
figures for 1929 and 1933 deliveries into the continental United
States, which will be used in arriving at the 3-year quota average,
be corrected so that instead of being based upon actual deliveries
during these years they be based upon deliveries which we could
have made if we would have been spared these calamities,

Such a disaster as caused by a hurricane cannot be compared with
crop curtailments, which may also ‘at times affect other areas on
account of dry weather conditions, and so forth.

The CriairMan. What was the average during those 3 years?

Mr. Bass. The average during these 8 years actually was about
820,000 short tons.

The CramrMaN, And what is normal production?

Mr, Bass. The normal average would have been approximately
860,000 tons. There isn’t much of a difference, but every dollar helps
considerably to contribute to the island income. <

Scnator Costiaan. Mr. Bass, how frequently has the island suf-
fered from hurricanes?

Mr. Bass. During the last few years we had two hurricanes within
4 years. Prior to that we did not have a serious hurricane until
about 10 or 15 years ago.

The Crammax. What is the real difference, then, about?

Mr. Bass, At times it cuts the crops as much as 50 percent, all
depending upon where it strikes. If it strikes the entire island it is
much more,

The CramrmaN. No; I mean this averaging of this period of 1929
to 1938, you said was about 860 tons, wasn’t it?

Mr. Bass. No; the average exportations for 1931, 1932, and 1933
woulll have been at least 860,000 tons.

The CnairmaN. And the average generally preceding that in that
period, preceding that, was how mucﬁl?

Mr. Bass. It all depends what averac~ we take, 5 years or 8
years or how much.

The Cirairman. Well, that is what I am trying to get at, just about
:now?much now. What is the controversy about? About how many
ons :

Mr. Bass. About 30,000 or 40,000 tons. It is not so very much,
but I think it is fair to ask for it. After all, we are also subject to
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dry weather conditions in Puerto Rico at times. And, of course, a
hurricane creates considerable loss of life, destroys factories and
buildings, and so forth. It is a real calamity to the island. We are
not asking for your sympathy. We are asking for human and moral
rights. Iskip all that, because I think I have everybody’s sympathy
in"that respect. I am referring particularly in this respect to my
amendment no. 2. I furthermore note from the proposed bill that
there is considerable discrimination shown in connection with the
fixing of the quota in favor of the continental sugar eroducers and
against Puerto Rico, inasmuch as the language of the bill would
allow the 8-year average to include also deliveries made by conti-
nental sugar producers during 1934, whereas no such Privilege is
accorded to Puerto Rico. True enough that the continental crop starts
about 2 months earlier than the Puerto Rican crop, but this in itself
should not be sufficient reason to change the figures for an enfire
12-month period. If the idea of fixing these basic quotas is based
upon a certain amount of sugar which each area markets in the
continental United States during any given year, then this idea
should be followed up just as much in connection with the conti-
nental producers as in connecticn with Puerto Rico. The continental
sugar producers cannot any more market and distribute their pro-
duction within 8 months than can Puerto Rico. For that reason I
recommend to you most seriously my proposed amendment no. 3,

While up to the present time and in view of the absénce of any
similar legislation no sugars have been shipped into the island of
Puerto Rico from other sugar-producing areas, whether domestic or
foreign, with the exception of refined sugar from the continental
United States, at the same time we are confronted with the possi-
bility that any such other area, in order to get rid of its surplus
sugars, might consider the importation of sugars into Puerto Rico
at a lower price rather than abandon them. Such sugars could be
imported into Puerto Rico in the form of raw sugars and refined
there, either for local consumption or for re-export to the continental
United States, or they could be browght into Puerto Rico in the form
of refined sugars for the same purpose. There is nothing in this
bili which would prevent such a possibility, and I feel that the sugar
interests of Puerto Rico should receive adequate protection in this
respect. I therefore offer amendment no. 4 to take care of this
eventuality. )

Senator Gore. That is to prohibit the importation of sugar into
Puerto Rico? .

Mr. Bass. To prohibit the importation of sugar into Puerto Rico
from other islands, such as Cuba and Santo Domingo, and sé forth. 1t
would seriously handicap our quota.

Senator Gore. Well, wouldn’t the 2 cents per pound tariff protect
you against that?

Mr. Bass. Oh, it might not, because some of these countries who
have surpluses of sugar may figure it would be better to undersell, in
spite of the tariff, rather than abandon the sugars entirely. We have
seen it in the past.

While we fully sympathize with our brothers in Louisiana and
Florida, at the same time, if we should be called upon to drastically
curtail our crop in Puerto Rico, and while it may be advisable to
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impose no such curtailment upon Louisiana or Florida, we feel that
it 18 going too far to ask Puerto Rico for these sacrifices and allow
further expansion of the sugar industry in Louisiana and Florida
and we therefore believe that in any event the Louisiana crop shall
not be allowed to exceed 250,000 short tons, and the Florida sugar
roduction shall not be allowed to exceed 80,000 short tons. I there-
ore introduce amendments nos. 5 and 6, in order to correct this
discrimination. .

The proposed bill furthermore intends to amplifK section 15 (o) of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act in favor of the Philippines by

roviding that the President, in his discretion, is authorized to
gecree that processing taxes collected upon Philippine sugars coming
into the continental United States shall be returned to the Philippine
Treasury and be used for rental or_benefit payments in connection
with the reduction of sugar acreage in the Philippines. No such
rovision is made in connection with Puerto Rico, which, after all,
1 inhabited practically 100 percent by American citizens and 1is
subject to practically all the Iederal laws. While we presume that
under the proposed bill the Puerto Rican farmers and sugar pro-
ducers and all those who grow sugarcane will be entitled to benefit
and rental payments, at the same time we understand the Secretary
of Agriculture will have considerable discretionary powers in this
respect under the act, and we therefore feel that in order to take
care of our own particular problems in Puerto Rico, we should be
accorded the same privilege as the Government of the Philippines
by having these processing taxes returned, in whole or in part, to
the island of Puerto Rico to be spent there as the Puerto Rican
Government sees fit in order to equitably compensate those who would
suffer on account of the restrictions brought about by the proposed
bill and under the Agricultural Adjustment Act. Such an action
would also incidentally relieve the Secretary of Agriculture of a
great number of details and problems which I feel the Government
of Puerto Rico could solve quite satisfactorily. In this respect I
ffer amendments nos. 7 and 8.

In looking at section 2 I notice that sirups are not included in the
arm “sugar” except for the purposes of section 8a of the act as
asmended, which section refers to the quota provision. I interpret
his exception to mean that no processing tax should be levied in
sonnection with the processing of sirups, and if my interpretation
- correct, then I feel that this exception should be omitted, as other-
wise considerable harm will be_done to the su%ar industry, since
irups will be allowed to be sold at congiderably lower prices in
omparison with raw and refined sugar. In this respect I would
ke to inform you that considerable large quantities of sirups are
mported from Cuba and refined in this country and sold here in
orm of liquid refined sugars to candy manufacturers, sods foun-
ains, and other large consumers, These sirup manufacturers al-
:ady today have a _considerable advantage under the existing tariff
rovision, and such an excciptiqn would furthermore help these
nanufacturers to displace a further large quantity of raw and re-
ined sugar. Therefore, if this exception in any way should circum-
ent the spirit of this act, then I most strongly recommend that my
mendment no. 1 be accepted.
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I would also like to add in this respect that we would also favor
seeing a similar quota arrangement in connection with the importa.
tion of blackstrap molasses, since if the sugar production in Cuba
should go up the blackstrap production would go up, too, and do
serious harm, not only to the continental beet farmers, but also the
farmers in Louisiana and Puerto Rico.

After having discussed the amendments which I herewith have
introduced, I would like to state in gencral that I believe any pro-
posed legislation should also provide that the basic sugar quotas
be definitely fixed for each producing area and that })rovision be made
that if the consumption in the United States should increase or de-
cline or the production’in any given area should for some reason
or other be below the quota, then the quotas of the other producin
areas be increased or decreased pro rata. This would allow eac
area to plan ahead of time its cultivation and production program,
arrange its finances, and care for its many problems in a business-
like way, rather than to be left continuously in the dark as to what
the future may have in store for it. This 1s especially of great im.
portance to Puerto Rico, as the Puerto Rican crop is not planted for
one year but is planted for several years ahead of time and the
abandonment of sugarcane in the fields would be of great harm to the
industry. It would furthermore give us a certain guaranty to the
effect that our quota would not be drastically curtailed in any given
year due to tho selection of an average of particularly low delivery
years since 1925, I furthermore believe that in fixing these quotas

rovision should be made that same be based upon 96-degree sugars
in order to prevent any given area from circumventing its quota by
shipping high-testing sugars, and in this respect get a higher quota
than is contemplated under this act.

The ninth amendment, which I herewith propose, refers to the
first part of the proposed bill which tends to amend the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act by providing that in the case of sugar beets
and sugarcane the rate of the processing tax shall in no event be in
excess of the amount of the duty reduction by the President of the
rates of duty on sugar in effect on January 1, 1934, under paragraph
501 of the Tariff Act of 1930.

When this taviff bill was written sugar was selling considerably
higher than today, and the cost of production was naturally con-
siderably lower, since we are subject today to the N.R.A., and higher
cost of bags, cotton goods, and materials in general.

Such a provision in effect amounts to ordering the President to
lower the sugar duty for the very reason that unless the President cuts
the sugar duty no processing taxes on sugarcane and sugar beets
could be assessed at all by the Secretary of Agriculture. Hence this
provision specifically limits the processing tax to the amount of the
duty cut. In the event that the President should not elect to cut
the sugar duty and the Secretary of Agriculture theveby would be

rohibited from assessing a processing tax, then the entire purport
of this bill fails, since without any processing taxes there could be
no benefit or rental payments made to the sugar-beet and sugarcane
farmers and there would be no compensation provided for them in
connection with any acreafre limitations er limitations of production.
Certainly, under these circumstances, it would be most unfair to stop
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the farmer from producing sugar beets and sugarcane or the mill
from producing sugar by cutting down their quotas without giving
them proper compensation the same as is provided for in connection
with other basic commodities.

As a matter of fact such a provision would be in strict violation
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, which provides under section
9 (a) that the Secretary of Agriculture shall levy processing taxes
on basic agricultural commodities. If the President should not
choose to cut the sugar duty, then under such proposed provision
no processing tax could be assessed at all and this would be in strict-
est contradiction of section 9 (a) of the present act. Therefore, this

articular provision in the bill is really the heart of the entire bill.

here is no such provision in the Agricultural Adjustment Act in
connection with any other basic agricultural commodity, and I see
no reason why sugar should be singled out in this respect. T'rue
enough, that under the Tariff Act of 1930 the President has the
Exccutive power to either decrease or increase the sugar duty after
the Tariff Commission has made an investigation and forwarded
their recommendations to the President. The Tariff Commission
has investigated the sugar duty for about 2 years, and none of us
has seen their recommendations. It might well be that the Tariff
Commission has recommended a cut in the sugar duty. It might,
however, also be very likely that the Tariff Commission has recom-
mended that there should be no cut in the sugar duty except under
certain conditions and safeguards for the domestic sugar industry.
It might even be the case that the Tariff Commission, instead of
recommending a decrease in the sugar duty, might have actually
recommended an increase. All these factors are entirely unknown
to us and even if they were known, then we do not know as yet to
date, whether the President would follow these recommendations
and order a cut in the sugar duty, and, if so, we would not know the
extent of such a proposed cut.

If such a proposed cut would be small, then under the dproposed
provision of the bill, naturally, the processing taxes would have to
be small, and if the processing taxes would be small, then the benefit
payments or rental payments to the American farmers, naturally,
would have to be small, and, since under the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act those rental and benefit payments may not be adequate to
compensate our farmers adequately in connection with any acreage
or production restrictions. In such an event the only ones to benefit
by such a provision in this bill, in the event of such an inadequate
processing tax and rental and benefit payments, would be foreign
countries, such as Cuba, and they would benefit at the expense of
our own citizens. I cannot possibly conceive that Congress would
take such an attitude in the present emergency when our own
farmers are in such need of help.

Another reason for my Yrotest against the inclusion of such a pro-
vision in the proposed bill is the fact that it, in substance, provides
shat the American producer and the American farmer should him-
self pay for this processin% tax and that same should not be collected
‘rom the consumer, since this provision in the bill makes the amount
>f the processing tax dependent and contingent upon, first, a duty
"t by the President; and, second, upon the amount of the (iuty cut.
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There is no other basic commodity to which such conditions apply.
Such a provision, in_substance, instead of helping the American
sugar farmer by a price increase of his commodity, would actually
rovide for a price decrease, contrary to the declared policies of
(p?on ress under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and then would
2o ahead and give the farmer part of this price decrease back in
orm of benefit payments. In other words, it would provide that
the farmer would have to pay himself the benefit and rental pay.
ments, or, putting it in still other words, the American farmer
would be expected to lift himself up t:ly his own bootstraps.

I cannot conceive that this should be the object of any farm-
relief policy. I haven’t seen it in connection with any other com-
modity. As a matter of fact, the object of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act was to raise the price of basic commeodities, among
others, the price of hogs, and have the consumer pay for this price
increase, and considerable criticism is being heard at the present
time due to the fact that it is alleged that the packers instead of
adding the processing tax on to their products and collecting same
from the consumer, are actually deducting it from the price to pay
the farmer for the hogs, and while we are criticizing the packer
for this action, we at the same time propose to write in a provision
into the sugar bill which actually would make such a provision
mandatory. . .

I consider it extremelfy discriminatory to ask the Puerto Rico
farmer, as a consumer of other basic commodities, to pay the con-
tinental cotton farmer and to the continental producer of other
basic commodities a high processing tax or to pay him indirectly
benefit and rental payments when at the same time the continental
farmer producing cotton, corn, hogs, and other basic commodities
should not be called upon as a consumer to also help out his brother,
the sugar farmer in Puerto Rico or the sugar farmer in the con-
tinental United States by also paying him indirectly rental and
benefit payments to also help him receive a slightly higher price
for his sugar cane and sugar beet farmer in the United States as
well as in Puerto Rico needs this sort of help just as much as the
continental farmer producing other basic commodities.

In this respect I would like to say that Puerto Rico is one of
the lar%est consumers of farm products made in the continental
United States, primarily rice, cotton goods, beans, and farm products
in general, consuming approximately $80,000,000 worth of these
prcducts annually, anﬁ, of course, as the cost has gone up recently,
anywhere between 80'percent and 100 percent, it is rather very bur-
densome, and I think we ought to get proper relief in connection
with other farm commodities, so to speak, on produce that is con-
sumed in the continental United States.

If we want to siné{‘e out the American sugar farmer to help a
foreign nation, like Cuba, to get back on its feet, not only for the
benefit of such foreign nation but also for the benefit of the Ameri-
can automobile manufacturer and other American industries who
are highly interested in sellmﬁ their goods in Cuba, then let us be
frank about it and say so, and not cover up such a fact by such a
veiled_provision as to the one to which I am objecting to in this
bill. Let us be frank about it and admit that in substance this bill,
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and particularly this provision in the bill, would be highly detri-
mental to the American sugar farmer, would throw out of employ-
ment thousands of American citizens in order to help the foreign
nation. ‘

I certainly sympathize with Cuba and I feel that it is our duty
from a mora! and economic point of view to help her but to do so
by cutting the sugar duty and ordering the cut of a sugar duty
through this bill would be at the expense of the American sugar
farmer instead of at the expense of the entive Nation. If we want
to help Cuba, we do not have to go to extremes, As u matter of fact,
a cut in the sugar duty instead of helping Cuba would actually be
against the Cuban interests, besides being against the interests of the
American farmer, as a cut in the Cuban sugar duty would antomati-
cally cut down also the benefits which Cuba enjoys due to her duty
preferential.  In other words, the lower the duty, the lower the pro-
tection to Cuba by means of such duty preferential. If we really
want to help Cuba and at the same time help the American farmer,
then instea(} of cutting the duty we should increase the duty. The
more sugar duty is cut the greater is the chance of Cuba losing some
more of her sugar business in the United States to other foreign sugar
producers. Thank'you. )

Senator Gore. Mr. Bass, how many acres are planted to sugar in
Puerto Rico?

Mr, Bass. Approximately 290,000 acres.

Senator Gorg, How much in 1900?

Mr. Bass, In 1900? I couldn’t answer that offhand.

Senator Gorr. How many owners of sugar-producing lands in
Puerto Rico now; do you know?

Mr. Bass. That is also a rather diflicult question.

Senator Gore, You say the number of owners increased or de-
creased in 1900¢

Mrv, Bass, The owners of sugar land, probably—I mean, the small
owners, probably did decrease as the lavger corporations inereased.,

Senator Gore. That is what I am getting at.

Mzr. Bass. Correct.

Senator Gore. Now, in 1900, was there much nonresident or ab-
sentee ownership of sugar land in Puerto Rico?

Mr, Bass. In 1900, there was considerable absentee ownership, be-
cause it was primarily Spanish possession prior to 1900. Subse-
quent to 1900, however, after we had encouraged American capital
to go into Puerto Rico and introduce efficient ways of producing
sugar in the island by modern machinery, and putting considerable
amount of capital in the island, naturally it became necessary for
these corporations to consolidate some of these farms and buy up
some of these lands, and in that respect take these lands away from
the absentcee landlords and put it into American hands.

Senator Gorr. Well, has small ownership decreased materially
since 1900, for instance?

Mr, Bass. I do not think it has decreased materially since 1900, but
it probably has decreased considerably since the time that Puerto
Rico was under Spanish rule,

Senator Gore. Well, has the condition of the small owner of land.
sugar-producing land in Puerto Rico, improved?

42081 — 84 ——0
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Mr. Bass. I feel it has considerably im[;lrm{ed on account of the
experiments that we have conducted on the island by eradicating
diseases, doing away with insect pests, and showing the small farmers
how to cultivate cane more economically than they used to do it.

Senator Gore. We hear a good deal, too, of the large land owners
acquiring more and more property and ousting, buying out the small
owner, and that those who used to be independent sugar-producing
landowners, lost their land and their farms and they are in a more
indigent situation now than they were before. Is that true?

Mr. Bass. That might be true, but you must not forget, Senator
that we have 1,600,000 people in Puerto Rico, and if cach one o
them was entitled to only one half acre of land, there was not
enough acres of land in the entire island to give them a half an acre,

Senator Gorr, Yes; that is true, but that does not quite go to the
point I had in mind, with reference to the number of the small
owners at the time the island was acquired, as a matter of fact
and not as a matter of mathematical averages or theory.

Mr, Bass. There is a good possibility that when the American cap-
ital went into Puerto Rico and was willing to Emy considerably higher
prices for the land, naturally, that some of them who considered
those prices as good and profitable, they have disposed of their land
holdings and returned to their lands, and appear today as farmers,

Senator Gore. What was the peak price of lands in the boom days?

Mr. Bass. I can only give it from statistics. I am only a young
man as yet. There were prices of lands at that time around $8 to
$12 per acre.

Senator Gore. When was this?

Mr. Bass. At the time of the American occupation.

Senator Gore. Then what was the peak price of land that was
reached, the speculative prices?

Mr. Bass. The peak prices and present prices are anywhere from
$100 to $500 per acre. =

Senator Gore. They are high now, and there has been no decline
in the prices of the land?

Mr. Bass. No; the acreage prices have remained approximately
the same. Of course, there are some forced foreclosures, and under
tl}llese lcircumstances, of course, you might be able to pick up land
cheaply. : :

The CHamrMaN. The committee is adjourned. Thank you very
much, Mr. Bass.

(Whereupon, at 5 o’clock, the hearing was adjourned until Satur-
day, Feb. 24, 1934, at 10 a.m.)



T0 INCLUDE SUGAR BEETS AND SUGARCANE AS BASIC
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES UNDER THE AGRICUL-
TURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT

SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1934

UN1TED STATES SENATE,
CoMMITIEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C,

The committee met, pursuant to ad}}'ournment, at 10 a.m., in room
312 Senate Office Buil ing, Senator Harrison presiding.

Present: Senators Harrison (chairman), King, George, Walsh,
Costigan, Clark, McAdoo, Keyes, and Hastings.

Also present: Senators Vandenberg and Adams,

The CuairmaN, The meeting will come to order. Congressman
Cummings, of Colorado.

Senator VanpeNBERG. Mr. Chairman, before your first witness
testifies this morning, may I submit for the record three amendments
which I want the committee to consider.

I am submitting them on behalf of the eastern area and also on
my own behalf. The first series of amendments proposes to require
that the continental quotas shall at least be as large as the existing
phi:sical plant capacity of the continental beet production.

The second amendment proposes that the processing tax and the
tariff change shall be concurrent both ways.

The third amendment proposes that all authority contained in
this act shall expire in 2 years.

I respectfully submit these for the committee’s consideration.

The Crarman, The clerk will incorporate them in the record.

: (Tl;e amendments submitted by Senator Vandenberg arc as fol-
ows:

In section 8a (1) (B), page 4, line 25, change the word “ area ”
to “ areas”. .
. In segtion 8a (1) (B), page 5, line 8, change the word “ area * to

areas ”.,

In section 8a (1) (B), on page 5, line 1, strike out all of the para-
graph after the word “ States ” and insert the following:

In excess of the present physical producing capacities of all existing factories
and/or mills for the manufacture or processing of sugar from sugar beets ang/or
sugarcane grown or produced within the continental United States: Prowided,
kowever, That the foregoing limitation shull not apply to sugar unmarketed
and undelivered at the time this act becomes effective.

In section 8a (2), page 8, line 13, after the word “may ” insert the
following :
sabject to the limitation above.
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Page 1, line 10, after the figure © 1930, add the words:

And provided further, That any reduction of the rates of duty on sugar and
any increase in percentage of the prefevential turift rates in favor of Cuba, shall
continne in effect concurrently with and only during suh period as said
processing tux on suguy shall he levied in accordance with the provisions of
this act, us amended, and only during such period as quotus ure allowed to
sugunir-producing arcus in accordance with the provisions of section 8a hereof,

- Page &, line 10, add a new section:

Al authority herein contained shall expive 2 years after the adoption of this
net,

The Ciramayran. Congressman Cummings,

STATEMENT OF HON. FRED CUMMINGS, OF FORT COLLINS, COLO.

Mr. Cumixes. Mr, Chairman, I think possibly what I have to
cay may differ a little from some of the evidence that you have heard.
Speaking of the farmer—and I am a farmer, and I have lived in the
beet-growing section for 27 years, the largest in the United States—
I have grown beets every year that I thought the price justified it.

I am a new Member of Congress, elected last fall, and I think
largely due to the efforts I have made for the beet growers in that
tornl'itm-y. There is one thing that surprises me immensely, and that
is this,

It scetns as though the one idea of many of the Members of Con-
aress and the committee—and I am a member of the Agricultural
Committee of the House—and it does appear to me that it is not
what the people want, or the good of the country, but what seemed
to me was that they were concerned with what the administration
wants or Secretary Wallace wants,

I am speaking as a farmer and not as & Member of Congress—but
just as a farmer. I am much more concerned with what my people
want than what the Secretary of Agriculture wants, and I think that
if the time has come in this country of ours that the country and the
Congress of the United States, has to take its orders from the Secre-
tary of Agriculture—and pardon me if I say so—and the President
of the United States, then we have reached a sorry point in this
country. .

Just what is our duty as legislators——

The CuamymMaN (interposing). We do not think you ought to
come and tell us what our duties are. Some of us have been here
for a great number of years.

. Mr. Cunmmings. Pardon me, but I think I should tell you what
I think my duties are.

The CuairMan. If you want to discuss the bill, all right. The
Senators feel they know what their duties are as well as a Congress-
man who has been here a few months.

- Mr. CummiNgs. Pardon me, I think I know my duties.

The Craikman. Discuss the bil”J, but don’t tell us what our duties
are. ¢

Mr. Cummings. This bill as now written makes Secretary Wallace
the actual czar of the sugar business of the United States—not only
of the United States but our continental possessions. It will make
him, within his power, able to do as he sces fit with the quota; he
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can make or break the domestic producers or he can break the people
who import sugar from many of those islands. He has that absolute
authority.

Do we want to grant it to him? Do the %)eople of this country
wish him to have 1t/ Just what effect would this bill have on the
producers of beets in this country? L

The contracts for beets are made in the spring; in California,
in the fall. The complete sale of the sugar is not made for 20
months from the time the contract is made. If the quota that the
beet-growing people had on the 1st of February or March was
changed under 20 months, it would upset the entire scheme.

Another thing, the beet processors buy gross tons of beets and not
tons of sugar, and it wonld be absolutef'y and physically impossible
for them to tell within 25 or possibly 80 percent of the amount of
sugar they will have, basing it on the acreage of beets.

I have heard figures here .

The CuamrMaN “(interposing). Have you copies of those contracts
that you mention, so that we may put them in the record?

Mr. CummiNgs. You mean, showing the difference between the
yield of sugar in different years?

The CuamrMaxn. I understood you to say they contracted some
months ahead.

Mr. Cumamixgs. No; they do not contract at all, It is entirely
different. The beets, I said, were contracted ahead, and they were
bought by the acre. And this bill provides that anyone that exceeds
their quota shall be fined three times the amount which they exceed.

I want to call your attention to this, In 1924 the beet yield was
9.35 tons, and’ the sugar content was 3,118 pounds, while in the next
year, 1925, it was 6.45 tons of beets per acre, and the yield of sugar
was 2,316 pounds of sugar.

This statement that I have here covers California, Colorado,
Idaho, Nebraska, and Utah, and it shows a variation in the sugar
produced of 50 percent. For instance, in Utah, in 1925, they grew
15.43 tons of beets per acre, and 4,030 pounds of sugar. In 1926
the beet yield was 7.98 and 2,208 pounds of sugar.

Comparaticve statement showing wumber of tons, beets and sugar produced per
(Here

[Suhmitted by Coneressman Cummings)
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The peint that T am trving te bring out ix this, that any company
that bought their bects under those contracts=—they did not know
the amount of sugar that they will have until the heets are finally
sliced. which is 2 months. generally, after the completion of the
delivery.

.
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There is only one thing they could do. If they had their ordinary
acreage contracted for and produced their crop as they have this
year, a large percentage of that sugar would have to be carried
over. It would necessarily apply on the quota of the following year.
That would give the sugar companies a leverage to put down the
price of beets, because they could say this:

We have on hand now 80 or 40 percent of the sugar we produced last year.
We can only purchase 30 or 40 percent of your acreage.

That would mean more closed factories. It would mean, as one
of the men said yesterday, that it does not mean a reduction of the
days of operating the factory, but it means the complete abandonment
of the factory in the district, and each farmer in a beet-growing ter-
ritory in housing for his help and for machinery that can be used
for no other purpose, has at least an investment of $1,000.

Just & moment in regard to the Cuban situation. They want to
increase their quota to 2,000,000 tons at the expense of the American
farmer, on the theory that you will make the island of Cuba pros-
perous. If you give them this 8,000,000 tons a year, and you give
them this tariff advantage that youn propose to give them of 50
cents a bag, you have given them %20,000,000. They have a popula.
tion of 8,700,000, and you have given them about $3 per capita,
1f you give them this 300,000 tons export, you give them a_profit of
$2 a bag, and you have given them another $6,000,000, a httle less
than $2 per capita.

Does any man with reasonable horse sense, and I know we all
think we have it, and we have—just how much will a country pur-
chase from us that can be made prosperous with an investinent of $3
to $5 per capita? If you increase the income of a nation per capita
$5. will i* make them prosperous? We have contributed many times
$5 per cxvita in the United States, not with the exact object of mak-
ing us prosperous, but with the hopes that we would keep from starv-
ing to death, and T submit to you now that the purchasing power of
any nation that can be made prosperous with an increase of their in-
come of $5 or $6 per capita for their purchasing power is not worth
bothering about.

And furthermore, there is no question about it, I say to you that
my first concern is for the people of continental United States. 1
heard a gentleman say the other day that the people of Puerto Rico
had just as much right to this sugar market as the people of
Colorado, that they were a Territory of this country. I admt that
this statement is absolutely correct, and I say that they have the same
right to this market when they produce their produet under the same
conditions as we do. If they would put the N.R.A. into effect in
their factories, if they would develop the same living coaditions for
the people who grow sugar and bring the standard of their people
who do the work up to the standard of the people who produce it in
the United States. they do have it. but when you allow them to em-
ploy peon labor with average earnings of $30 a year—and when you
say to the people of this country that have bought those farms and
this machinery. and try to educate and rear their families here that
% you must curtail yonr market so that those people with those wages
can have that market ™ there is something fundamentally wrong with
the laws of this country.

R
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I do not want to take your time. I am sorry that I have aroused
the ire of the chairman——

The Cuairmax (interposing). You did not arouse my ire. But
Senators do not like to be told what to do.

Mr, Commings. I did not mean to tell you what to do.

The CHAIRMAN. We are all trying to get the same facts, What we
want are the facts.

Mr. Commings. That is what I was tr¥ing to give.

The CramrMaN., We are very thankful for your having given us
your viewpoint on us, and you have done it verK lucidly, and I am
sure very sincerely, and there are few people that understand this
thing better than you, and none of them have it more at heart than
you.

Mr. Commines. I want to say just one word now with regard to
Dr. Weaver, and then I have finished.

The CuaairmaN, That’s right, Talk about Dr. Weaver. We heard
about him yesterdaf'. .

Mr, Commings, I have all respect for Dr. Weaver that any man
connccted with the Agricultural Department has. I have known Dr.
Weaver for 38 months since he first came to this city. He told me
quite frankly that he did not know anything about the sngar busi-
ness, but that he hoped to learn it, and he has learned at the feet
of Secretary Wallace, if you Elease, and Assistant Secretary Tugwell,
and I want to say to you that it is my opinion, and I know it is
right, that when he gave his ideas of what the administration policy
was, regarding the sugar business last Monday, he spoke what was
their ideas up to that time, and the agitation and excitement that
was aroused on the Hill, and that was raised ir the papers, has caused
him _to change it, and back water; and I had the pleasure of telling
someone that is higher u‘p in t.hg, ricnlture Department than Dr.
Weaver that I supposed that probab { they would make him the goat
for doing one thing—tellingyihe truth, <o i s uae.

1 say when we contemplate this antire sugar busiriess’and what was
said by Dr, Weavers' sdperior, who ‘told us”’:y',éﬁt_erﬂ%._ what was
wrong with Dr. Weaver, thet what was wrong was lfil‘,m;ﬁ} hathad ridden
in in an airplane the/night before, and that was whaticeuged him to
58 }\:vhaé; he dléﬁg?ﬁté . *’“»‘/I f st

The Casmal (iferpbiing). Tn rotersince to that, s
right to go or.lrﬁuox’d for Dr. Wegver, and nq.dOJM§sy?§‘
Y ~;L” sl T Lo X

extraordinary; f L o SPERSS
Mr. Comminas:. T'did not say that,X-said he was honest;’

may be extraérdinw gwhteﬂ4 e
The CratmMAX' Thebe'ate some of us, inchiding Senstor

c

OWh—

who have been. i a. good many conferences wi onee.
broll : ; a & bt this was
the beginning of the destroying of the sugar in “eontinental
the contrary, the whole ides: expressed by everybody eonnected with
the administration was to-help the actual sugar-best-and sugar-cane
farmers. I think that is true dun'peq e

Mr. Cuaings. You read Secretiry 'Wallace’s statement.

The Cuamman. I heard it; yes.

Mr. C.mmings. You think that was his idea?,

proposition, and the ides expressed by Dr. Wet y&wze
United States wasg the first that any of us ever hegrd:of it. On
Senator Costigan. That 18ty c et
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The CHaIRMAN. Yes,

Senator VanbeNeerG. You asked the Congressman for a copy of
one olf? these contracts. May I offer a typical contract for the
record

'l‘hzal CuARMAN. Yes, I think those contracts ought to be in the
record.

Senator Costican. Is that the Michigan contract? .

Senator VanpeNsera. That is the typical Michi%}m 50-50 contract,
and it has the fixed dates in it to span from November 1934 to
September 1935, showing the spread of the arrangement,

genator CosticaN. It 1s my understanding that the Michigan con-
tract results in larger retwrns to the growers than some other
contracts. ‘

Senator VanbenNserG. That is correct.

Senator Costican. It is a more favorable contract for the growers
than any in use in Colorado, for instance.

The Cuamman. I think, Senator Costigan, we ought to have in
the record a contract covering the Colorado, the Great Western,
Idaho, and so forth.

Senator VaNpENBERG. The fact that this is one of the most favor-
able contracts is the reason why we hesitate to hold the bag for
this new arrangement. .

(The contract submitted by Senator Vandenberg is as follows:)

MICHIGAN SUGAR (COMPANY

PLANT

Sugar-beet contract concerning raising and delivery of sugnr beets for cam-
paign of 1934,

Witnesseth that for and in consideration ot the mutual covenants and pay-
ments hereinafter set forth, the respective parties hereto mutunlly undertake
and agree as follows:

1. The grower agrees to prepare land for, plant, block, thin, cultivate, har-
vest, and deliver during the seasun of 1934, acres of sugar beets, to
be grown on land situated in gection -———, township of , county of
, and State of Michigan,

2, Seed will be furnished by the company and charged to this contract
at the rate of 15 cents per pound. The grower agrees to use no seed other
than that furnished by the company; to plant at least 15 pounds to the
acre; and to plant no seed on lahd that contiined a cerop of beets during
the previous year., The title to the seed and to the crop of heets, from the time
when sime beging to grow, shall he and remmin in the company, The company
will not give credit for any seeds delivered to and not used by the grower,

3. The grower agrees that he will harvest and deliver to the company all
sugar beets grown by him under this contract, when and as directed, at the
Ccompany's factory or in cars at designated recelving sintions of the company.
The grower fyrther agrees that all beets grown by him shall be properly
topped, that is to say, by cutting off the tops squarely at the base of the
Jowest leaf scar where a leaf has grown; that the beets will be tully protected
‘from sun and frost after being pulled and tepped; that the heets will be
delivered free from foreig) substances linble to interfere with factory opera-
tions; that no loose dirt will be removed from delivery vehicle until it has
heen weighed back, and that all beets shall be subjeet to deductions for dirt
and improper topping. )

4, The groyer also agrees that the entire cost of transportation to the com.
pany’s factory on the gross weight of all beets, whether shipped directly to
the factory by him or delivered by him to receiving stations outside the factory
yard, shall be paid by him, or if advanced by the company, shall be charged
under this contract and deducted from the first moneys due under the terms
of this contract,
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5. The company has the privilege at any time during the growing and har-
vesting season to enter upon the land set forth for the purpose of determining
the co.dition of the land and the quality and condition of the beets grown
under this contract. At its option, the company may refuse to pay for any
disensed, frozen, damaged, or improperly topped beets; beets that contain
less than 12 percent sugar; beets of less than 80 percent purity, or beets that
the company for any other reason may deem not suitable for the manutacture
of sugar. In no event shall the company be liable to the grower for failure
or partinl failure of the crop, or for beets not harvested, or for beets not de-
livered to and accepted by the company,

¢, 'The company agrees that all beets delivercd and accepted under the terms
of this contract shal! be processed or converted into sugar, pulp, and molasses,
and that such products shall be sold from time to time as the company in its
discretion may determine; but the company shall not be liable in any way for
any mistakes or errors of judgment in the manufacture or sale of sugar, pulp,
or molasses or other act in connection with this contract, nor for delays, non-
performance, or losses caused by strikes, fires, breakdown of plant, accidents,
or other causes not commercially and practicably controllable by it.

7. In case the grower does not give the beets proper carve, or falls to harvest
and deliver the crop, then the company shall have the right to enter upon the
land described, and cave for, cultivate, havvest, deliver, and retain the crop,
and charge the expense thereof to this contract,

8. On account of all beets delivered and accepted in accordance with the
terms of this contract, the company will pay per het ton of beets deltvered, an
amount equal to §0 percent of the * net proceeds” realized from the sale of
sugar, pulp, and molasses produced by the company at sald plant, divided by
the totul number of net tons of beets delivered to and accepted by it at its
said plant from the 1984 crop,

9. The “ net proceeds” from the sale of said sugar, pulp, and molasses, shall
be the amount received by the company from products, after deducting out-
bound freight, brokerage, cash deductions, insurance, credit insurance, stovage,
declines and allowances, advertising, and any and all other expenses and losses
incurred in the marketing of sugar, pulp, and molasses. Deductions shall also
be made for all excise and sales taxes, consumption taxes, or any taxes what-
soever imposed on the production or sales of sugar, pulp, and molasses, in-
cluding any tax which may hereafter be imposed by the United States or any
other governmental authority or agency, on or in connection with sugar beets,
beet sugar, beet pulp, or beet molasses, ox.tha brocessing, transportation, han-
dling, ownership, possession, or saleti p.any transaction relating
thereto, or the business of begt . )

10, The net weight of Jx
shall be determined by |
from the grower's tin

er this contract,
f the company

taking into consig
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sum not to exceed th
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18, A firm of certified public accountants, licensed to practice in the State
of Michigan, shall be employed by the company to examine its books, records,
and accounts, and determine the “net proceeds” and the amount per ton
payable to the grower under the terms of this contract.

14, Any advances made on this confract in the way of seed, fertilizer, cash,
labor, transportation costs or otherwise, with interest on cash advances, shall
be a first charge against the proceeds of this contract.

15. The grower represents that he is qualified to execute and perform this
contract, and that no person other than a signer thereof has any right or
interest in, or claim, or lien upon the proceeds of this contract. :

16. The grower has no interest in or title to the crop that can be sold or
morigaged. No sale, assignment, mortgage, nor pledge of this contract or its
proceeds shall be valid unless the company consents thereto in writing and
endorses its consent on this contract. Any sale, assignment, mortgage, or
pledge of this contract or its proceeds to which the company gives its consent
shall be subject and subordinate to the right and title of the company.

17, No agent has any authority to change or alter the terms and conditions
of this contract, and it shull not be valid unless signed LY an officer of the
company or its plant field manager.

Dated 1934.

(Signature of 'grower)

(Post-office addresé) .

The CrairmaN. The Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rico, Mr.,
Iglesias, wants 8 minutes.

Senator Costican. Will it not be well to ask the representatives of
these different sections to file copies of the contracts at this time?

The CHarMAN. Yes; I believe they should obtain those copies and
they can have somebod’y who represents those interests file them in
the record. The old contracts have been in the record, I am sure, but
T would like them to go into this record.

STATEMENT OF HON. SANTIAGO IGLESIAS, RESIDENT
COMMISSIONER OF PUERTO RICO

Mr. Icrestas. I want to take only 2 or 3 minutes, On account of
the impressions and misapprehensions and fears that have occurred
in the islands since the message of the President has been sent to
Congress, and these two bills have been introduced, the bills that
have been introduced in the Senate and the House have caused a
tremendous impression on the people of the island, especially in the
suiasr business particularly. )

you know, that is the principal industry of the islands where
more workers and more labor is employed than anything else.

They believe they are going to be treated like a foreign country,
and they are going to receive a tremendous reduction in industry,
and do a tremendous harm to the life of the islands, especially to the
masses of the people there. -

Consequently the cables that I have here, one from the Senate of
Puerto Rico, and another from the Legislature of Puerto Rico, that
just states the apprehensions and the fears, and I would like to have
the germission to incorpprate these into the record.

The CaamrmaN. They will be received.

Mr, Xoresias. Of course I hope and I am sure that when the Sen-
ate of the United States, certainly your committee, is going to study
the situation of the islands, and you will do the best for it that you
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can, in order that these peoi)lle and the islands in general will not
suffer in any way. That is what I want to say to you.

The CrairmaN. Thank you very much, Mr. Commissioner.

(The following cables were filed by the Resident Commissioner of
Puerto Rico:)

San Juaxw, P.R., February 15, 1934,
Hon, SANTIAGO IGLESIAS,
Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rico,
House Ofice Building, Washington, D.0.:

Senate of Puerto Rico wants you to appear at Senate Finance Committee
hearing next Friday, February 16, on sugar control bill which discriminates
against sugar producers of Puerto Rico as foreign sugar producers instead of
including them Jjointly with American sugar producers. Senate of Puerto
Rico earnestly protests against such discrimination and requests Puerto Rican
sugar producers be included on equal basis as continental United States sugar
rroducers. So far Puerto Rico has suffered all encumbrances caused by the
A.AA., which have considerably raised living costs. Consequently we consider
Puerto Rico is entitled to share benefits to be derived from any legislation
affecting its principal production equal basis as continental United States
sugar producers in conformity with policy of Agricultural Adjustment Act,
which properly includes Puerto Rico sugar producers with American pro-
ducers, Such discrimination would tend to increase unemployment.

R, MARTINEZ NADAL,
Presidente Senate of Puerto Rico,

PoSTAL TELEGRAPH,
SAN Juan, P.R., February 16, 1934.
Hon. SANTIAGO IGLESIAS, ’
Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rico, Washington, D.C.;

House of Representatives of Puerto Rico requests that Puerto Rican cane
growers and sugar producers be included among domestic sugar producers and
that in any sugar control bill, introduced in that honorable body, be considered
as continentals with all benefits derived from these laws. Puerto wico has
accepted all the obligations imposed by the N.R.A. and A.A.A, laws, which have
greatly increased its cost of living, We therefore usk that in legislating on
sugar, our principal product, there be given to the growers of sugar cane, and
producers of sugar, in Puerto Rico, same treatment as is given to continental
growers of beets and sugar., We demand this within the spirit of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act, which properly classifies the producers of Puerto
Rico among American producers. The proposed discrimination between foreign
continental producers would aggravate unemployment in this island.

MiGUEL A. GAROIA MENDEZ,
Spealker.

SAN Juax, P.R,, February 14, 1934.
Hon, SANTIAGO IGLESIAS,
Puecrto Rico Resident Commissioner,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Bill introduced in Congress to control sugar production would force our sugar
cane farmers and cane sugar preducers out of business. Section 8A of bill
includes Puerto Rico and other possessions with foreign countries and this
would bring disaster to general islands’ interests, Mconomie life and governs
ment public services in Puerto Rico chiefly depend on sugar industry and any
discriminution against sugarcane farmers and cane sugar producers would
be serfously reflected upon all private and public enterprises and labor more
especially, Puerto Rico should appear in section 3B of Jones bill in accord-
ance with Agricultural Adjustment Act that places Iuerto Rico on equal level
with ..ontinental domestic producers. The prosperity and happiness of 1,600,000
loyal American citizens depend upon the consideration given to the Islands
sugar industry, Puerto Rico is cooperating in the relief of continental farmers,
manufacturers, and laborers thorough the high increase in the cost of living
brought by the operation of N.R.A. and A, A.A, We are paying for continental

L4
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relief and have been expecting nationnl aid in line with whatever is done in
behait of our fellow domestic producers. Puerto Rico requests your valvable
cooperation so as to bring our cane favmers and sugar producers out of
depression.
' RAMON Anoy BENITEZ,
: President Pucrto Rivo Suyar Producers Assooiation,
The Cuairman. Now, is there anyone in the audience that wants io
be heard for 2 minutes, and to put into the record a statement?: The
clerk tells me there are, and if so, that can be done now, '

STATEMENT OF A. N. MATHERS, OF GERING, NEBR., REPRESENT.
ING THE IRRIGATION INTERESTS AND RECLAMATION INTER-
ESTS OF THE WEST AND THE NEBRASKA BEET GROWERS'

ASSOCIATION :

Mr. Marners. May I say. Mr, Chairman, that I requested that if
given this privilege, I would not exceed over two minutes,

The CaairmaN. I had that in mind when T made the statement,
because I understood you were the last one on this sugar beet
proposition. o

r. Maruers., This brief that I am filing speaks for itself, and
I know that your record will be very large. I have been told that
there are, in the language of the street some “ hot spots ™ in this brief,

I want to say in behalf of Mr. Costigan and others that have
had to do with the preparation of this brief, that 1 personally imply
nothing but the best of faith of the Department, the administration,
and all those that have had anything to do with this legislation.

" Perhaps, though, it is necessary to speak plainly, and speak the
facts. Perhaps you know, or do not know, that the reclamation
investments and irvigation investments of the West constitute more
than $800,000,000 of capital investment. That is in more than 16
States. And if you can comprehend it there are more than 20,000,000
of acres of irrigated land so when there are any schools of thought
that would seem to indicate that we will just wipe out sugar beets
eventually, even in a hundred years, you are absolutely attacking and
upsetting the balance of all irrigation interests, and they are some
interests, and you may recognize that.

That $800,000,000 invested in irrigation interests in the West—- .

Senator Kina. A large part of that is private?

Mr., Matuers. About one quarter is Government reclamation.
Nearly $200,000,000 Government reclamation, and the balance, of
course, is private interests, covering developments of many years.

Senator Kine, I want to add for the record that what has been
advanced by the Government is to be repaid.

. Mr. MaTnegrs. Yes, it will be repaid, unless, as Dr. Meade, of the
Reclamation Service says, unless the sugar business is disturbed.

- Senator Kina, Most of those loans have already been repaid, some
of them paid entirely.

" Mr. Maruers. In reclamation?

Senator Kine. In reclamation.

. Mr. Maruers, Comparatively few, if any.

" Senator VanpeNBerG, I understand that Dr. Meade said that beets
were the backbone of the reclamation projects. :
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Mr. Matuegs. This brief of mine covers the statement that Dr.
Meade made last summer,

Senator VANDENBERG. You agree with that?

Mr. Maruers, Absolutely. Now, there is another important fact
fully set out in the brief, that the sugar capital investments of sugar
mills, processors, and all of the farm equipment, and just those things
incidental to sugar production, constitute a capital investment on
irrigation western projects of more than $500,000,000.

So this is not a minor industry that can just be forgotten without
upsetting entirely the balance of all irrigation.

And now just one more joint. It has been definitely brought to
your attention that the sugar business is a legitimate and logical part
of the American agricultural industry. Any veference to being a
high or “expensive industry ”, I think there are facts to disprove
that. You men, as a practical proposition, I think, can now quite
agree that it is not a fanciful, hot-house industry. It compares, in
actual cost of a bag of sugar, very favorably with tropical produc-
tion, and it would ge much more favorable if they were on the same
labor basis as we are in this country.

Another point—the consumption of industrial goods—as a result
of the sugar production in the United States, the consumption of
industrial goods is far greater in those districts than in Cuba than
in any other insular possession could possibly purchase from us.

And now my last thought is this: Every legislation has a purpose.
There are motives. I think the facts will disclose that with the pur-

oses of this bill, with the genuine disposition on the part of t}xoso,
behind this legislation to help the American farmer, that still behind
that is a hope and a very getermined effort to bring back to life
value to more than $700,000,000 capital of American investments in
Cuba. 1T close stressing that point,

That does not imply bad faith on anybody’s part. If we had mil-
lions invested in Cuba, that possibly would mean a great loss, would
we not be justified? But we are entitled to know, and I would that
ou Senators and the people at large knew. I wish we could lay the
ist on the table this morning of who owns, what interests own, what
corporations own, what individuals own, and what position those
individuals occupy today, that own these $700,000,000 of Cuban
securities.

Now, Senators, there are theories, but it seems to me we are faced
with this practical proposition. Here are theorists, well-meaning,
here are economists, we%l-meaning; but on the other side is a prac-
tical proposition, common sense. Tt is said that as to our 72,000
acres of beets in our county, we will have to think up something,
the Department said, to take the place of bects.

Think it up. I would like to ask you—those people that have lived
out there for 25 years and are raising beets under these low prices,
what can we raise? What can we substitute? We would be doing
it if we could.

Senator VANDENBERG. Suppose we were to amend this bill to ve.
quire that the quotas shall at least recognize existing plant facilities
in the United States—how would you feel about it? '

Mr. Maruers. Of course, that has to be answered this way, Sen-
ator, The farmers of America cannot accept the principle of reduc:
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ing their production or being denied the privilege of increasing their
production of an American crop when there is no surplus. V\ge can-
not accept that theory as sound, and would not want to subseribe
to that theory.

_Senator Cosriaan. Did the farmers you represent subscribe to the
1,750,000-ton limitation in the quota agreement discussed last fall ?

Mr. Marnegs. Yes, sir; they did, Senator. -

Senator Costi6aN. For 8 years?

Mr. Matness. I understand, at the end of a long controversy, and
under the pressure of no possible agreement or stabilization of any
kind, that they did, refusing to accept the theory, but in the spirit of
?tabllization, said, “ Well, our maximum production is 1,750,000
ons.

Senator CosticaN, It was a little more than that.

Mr. MaTnErs. It was about 6,000 tons more than that.

Senator Crark. That is more than ever had been produced in the
United States, except in 1 year, wasn’t it?

Mr. Matners. I understand that that production did actually exist
in the previous year.

Senator Crark, Of about 800,000 tons?

Mr. Maraers, Whatever the record shows.

Senator CrLark. That is, as I recall, what the Secretary of Agri-
culture stated.

Mr. Maruers. There was a very good reason for that. With
wheat prices, and with potato prices at 15 cents a bushel in our
country last year, naturally there is a drift to the beet production,
because of the very low prices of the other crops. ) o

Senator CLark. What I was trying to get at was this: According
to the figures put in the record yesterdaybby the Secretary of Agri-
culture, this proposed quota which is given the continental United
States is about 100,000 tons more than had ever been produced in the
United States except in 1 year, which would seem to be an abnormal
year.
© Mr. Marners, We have just stated that last year the production
was larger than in previous years. That is true.

Senator Costi6AN, Before you proceed, may I ask you whether
when you say that the farmers are osposqd to the principle of lim-
ited production, is your attitude and theirs the same with respect
to this bill that it was with resgect to the quota agreement of last
fall? I mean, are you disposed to accept what you regard as a
veasonable limitation in a bill, as you did in the quota aﬁreen.ment?

Mr, Maruess, Well, so far as our group is concerned, I think I
¢ould fairly say that we could not accept, in the sense of accepting
‘the principle of it, Senator Costigan.

Senator CosricaN. I am confused as to what you mean by not ac-
cepting the principle, when in fact you did accept a specific

limitation, . . L
Mr. Matrers. We submitted. There is a distinction, Senator,

between accepting and submitting.
Senator C(?smfm. I wish thatgcould be clear for the record.

Mr, MatrERs, We are all submitting to a great deal that we
would not really accept.
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Senator Costioan. Of course, the point that disturbs me about
your suggestion of submission, Mr. Mathers, is that last fall, as I
understood it, the so-called “quota agreement” was a voluntary
agreement, in which it was not necessary to submit. .

It is true that you can be required to submit to some particular
legislation, but it does impress me at the moment—and if I am not
correct about it I would like to be corrected—that last fall there
was a voluntary acceptance of a limited quota by the beet growers.
If they are opposed to any limitation at all, I think that fact should
be stated now, because it may very definitely affect the attitude of
the members of this committee, including myself, toward the pro-
posed legislation.

Mr. Maraers. Well, Senator, as a practical matter, I am sure that
the action of the beet growers last summer and fall—as a practical
matter it was a submission, I would prefer to have, of course, Mr.
Kearney, who speabs for all of the American beet producers, to en-
iargﬁ ugon that, as I thought he made it very clear yesterday in

is brief.

I would not think it would be courteous for me to speak for Mr,
Kearney on a proposition as large as the entire sugar-heet territory.

Senator VANDENBERG. If the tariff is to be reduced on sugar, are
you not better off with a quota allocation, provided that allocation
recognizes your existing plant facilities?

Mr. Maraers. There could be no question, Senator, if there is
to be no lefislation, if there is to be no relief to the American beet
farmer, unless by this method of restriction or curtailment, it seems
there is not any choice. We have to submit to it.

Senator King. Having the gun {)ointed at you.

Mr. Maruers. What does a fellow do in the alley when he is
hgld up .aii night? He turns over his money and watch, regardless
of principle.

nator Cosrigan. I am sure that no member of this committee
is pointing a gun at the beet growers of this country, as we are
exceedingly anxious to heip the beet growers, and if the beet growers
do not desire this help, I think that it ought to be stated in this
record that that is their position.

Mr. Marners. I think, Senator, it has been fairly well staied
that the beet growers do not accept the principle of reducing the
production of a nonsurplus American crop, and turning that redue-
tion of acreage over to Cuban interests.

Senator Costiean. I will ask you again, are you unalterably op-

osed, on behalf of the beet growers, whom you represent, to any
efinite quota in the ;iending bill¢

Mr, Marnuzrs. Unalterably opposed? We could not accept a re-
striction of this nonsurplus crop production, but it does not of
course imply that if, in the wisdom of this Congress and the adminis-
tration, restrictions were placed upon us we would certainly have
to and would submit,

Senator King. Isn’t this, in brief, the situation, that you might
accept, not perhaps willingly, but as ‘%‘md citizens, a temporary
limitation upon production because of the depression, and to carry
out some policies that are felt might contribute materially to reliev-
ing agriculture as well as the American people, but that you do
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not accept voluntarily the philosophy that so long as we produce
such a small part of our consumptive needs that we ave to establish
an irrevocable line beyond which we may not go in the matter of
}))mduction of beets; in other words, accept the philosophy that the
epartment of Agriculture may limit us, limit production, and limit
acreage, as a national policy, regardless of the depression or our
present economic and industrial conditions? .

Mvr. Marners. I think that fairly restates the 5)osit.ion.

Senator Cosricax, It was my understanding that the witness dis-
missed philosophy and wanted to deal realistically with the situa-
tion before us.

Senator Kina., Don’t you think Senator, if you will pardon me,
that there may be philosophy in realism and realism in philosophy?

Senator CosriaaN. The question that seems to me to remain un-
answered in the record is whether as a realist, whether as a repre-
sentative of the beet growers, Mr. Mathers speaks in unalterable
opposition to this bill. " In other words, it is not my understandin,
that he is trying to fight it on the basis of philosophy. He criticize
the philosophical expressions of some witnesses who preceded him,
and I am sure that every member of this committee would like to
know as a matter of concrete reality whether the beet growers desire
this type of legislation or are opposed to it.

Senator Kina, Well, Senator, do you mean by that as a temporary
expedient or for all time?

Senator Costiean. Either as a temporary expedient or permanent
legislation.

Senator Georee. Would you rather-be let alone and maintain the
present status than to have this legislation

Mr. Martuers, I have tried to make it very clear as I believe that
it is the honest intent of this bill to accomplish relief for the beet
farmer. We think by our amendments, Senator Costigan, that that
can be done, and soundly and wisely done, if those three amend-
ments that were presented are adopted. These amendments do
away with this theory of curtailing American production, and that
is where we stand. We do not subscribe to the theory that the
American farmer should be restricted in growing an American
fl::rm crop when there is no surplus. We eannot snbscribe to that
theory.
~There is a_great emergency which exists, and the Senator said,
“ Well, would you rather have nothing? ” Well, there can be only
one answer. We must have something, when an emergency exists,
but we must not, and I do not think-there is a Senator in the group
that wants to establish the theory that we can logically, as an Ameri-
can policy, restrict the growing of an American crop on a nonsurplus
American crop in favor of insular possessions or Cuba. I do not
think any of us want that, but you stress this, that during this emer-
gency—well, that responsibility is on Congress and the administra-
tion. We will certainly submit, but we could not, Senator Costigan,
accept the theory as & permanent, sound American doctrine, and it
is s0 striking that even the quota that you mention, 1,750,000 tons—
now it is iProposed by this.bill to take off or reduce our present pro-
duction, of about 300,000 tons and-turn over to Cuba almost exactly
the 300,000.tons, « That makes the thirg so striking, and it must fol-
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low, and it is a fact that has not been refuted, that behind this bill—
not implying that anybody that has had anything to do with the
preparation of it—but behind it as a whole, that by cutting down this
American sugar production we add to Cuba’s production, and we
rehabilitate or attempt the beginning of the rehabilitation of these
$700,000,000 of investments in Cuba.

So we are up against this. Shall we stand by the American
farmer or shall we 1n this emergency penalize him with the hope of
saving investments in Cuba?

Senator Hastings. May I ask this? T would like to see if it is not
possible to get a definite answer. I would like to know if you would
rather have nothing or have this bill as written

Senator CostieaN, Or with amendments?

Senator Has1ings, Let us find out first, as it is written,

Mr. Maruers. With amendments—fine,

Senator HasriNgs. As originally written, would you rather have
nothing or this bill?

Myr. Marners., This bill, certainly.

The Cuamyan. Thank you very much.

(The following is the statement of A, N, Mathers, of Gering, Nebr.
representing the National Beet Growers Association, ordered filed
in the record.)

'This testimony and brief filed before the Committee on Agriculture
of the Senate of the United States, February 24, 1933:

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have been invited by the
Nationnl Beet Growers Association and Nebraska Beet Growers Association,
and by the hrrigation and reclamation interests of the West, to muke this
appearance in their behulf, .

Bl‘or more clear understanding, I should like to classify this evidence as
follows :

1. Western irrigation and reclamation, its scope and fmportance, and the rela-
tion of sugur-beet production. to these irrigation and reclamation developments.

2, The soundness of that national policy, “The Americun market for the
A:ﬁerican farmer ”, and the imperative necessity of striet adherence to that
policy,

8. The power and influence of hundreds of millions of American capital
invested in Cuban sugar.

4. Will the administration and the Congress, in aid of the invested millions
ot American capital in Cuba, violate the rights of the American farmer and
destroy domestic sugar production?

WESTERN IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION

In pressing this evidence, upon a question of such great importance to the
irrigated districts, we must pause for the moment to determine the magnitude
of the reclaimed and irrigated sections of the West, .

There are 14 Western States containing more than 20 million jrrigated acres
upon which live more than 134 million people.

Out in the great arid West there uve countless valleys, These valleys are
west of the rain-belt scetions, near the foothilis of the Rocky Mountains, Per-
petual streams flow down out of the mountains through fertile valleys. These
streams are checked by great irvrigation works and the water made to flow
through thousands of milés ot irvigation ditches and laterals, and out over
the land, By this proper and dependable application of watering these barven
and nonproductive valleys are transformed into veritable farms and gardens.

The total eost of western irrigation construction is estimated at more than
$800,000,000, Most of this development has been during reecnt years, and the
lands and projects are heavily bonded to cover the initial construction costs.
Many of these new irrigated valleys are as much as 26 miles in width by more
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than 100 miles in length, During barely more than a quarter of a century,
throughout these 14 Western States, hundreds of these valleys and irrigation
projects have been, and are being, developed.

Upon these millions of acres of western irrignted land there was consumed
in 1982 more than 82,000 carloads of merchandise,

It is upon these western irrigated projects that 85 percent of the American
sugar beets is produced. Upon these irrigated projects 85 sugar factories have
been built, Seventy of these sugar factories operated this year, while 16 fac.
tories were idle. These 15 factories are complete in condition, but temporarily
put out of business because of present sugar conditions. .

More than 90,000 beet farmers with 450,000 dependents, along with hundreds
of thousands of employees and laborers, constitute the background of the sugar
beet business on western irrigated projects,

It is estimated that the capital investment and physical worth of the sugar
mills, railroads, farming equipment, and that property incident only to the
production of sugar beets, has & total value of more than $500,000,000.

The immediate preservation and future destiny of this vast irrigated West
is wholly dependent upon the recovery, the sustaining. and continued normal
development of domestic beet-sugar production. Sugar beets, far greater than
all other irrigated crops, constitute the foundation of all western irrigation,
If sugar-beet production fails or is restricted in that ratio western irrigation
will fail. The possibility and the stability of all western frrigation and the
status of sugar-beet production are reiative and interdependent in every degree,

We of the great irrigated West cannot sit by and permit the pressure and
influence of the noncontinental sugar producers to limit and obstruct western
sugar production. To do so would intensify the present economic depression
and in a large degree bring ruin and abandonment to thousands of western
beet farmers, to millions of irrigated acres, and forced bankruptey and repudia-
tion of millions of obligations.

We now refer to the hearings on sugar-marketing agreement. August 10,
1933—testimony of Dr. Elwood Meade, Commissioner of Reclamation, Depart-
ment of the Interfor.

It is the conviction of all those that have to do with Federal reclamation
that there is no crop that has exerted a greater influence for good on irrigated
agriculture than the sugar beet.

Any lessening of the production for the area would be a misfortune.

The sugar-beet industry is the backbone of those Federal reclamation projects
where that crop is grown,

The sugar beet is one farm commodity that does nmot come in competition
with other farm crops: in fact, the sugar-beet acreage means just that many
acres less in grain and other surplus crops. =

Sugar-beet farming requires intensive cultivation and a large amount of hand
labor. In growing a crop of beets, man-iabor constitutes one half of the total
cost of production. Sugar beets require 10 times as much hand labor as wheat,
5 times as much as corn, and twice as much as potatoes,

As the United States produces only one fourth of the sugar consumed, the
sugai-beet industry could be expanded without fear of a surplus.

b
The following telegram from Leslie A. Miller, Governor of Wyoming, dated
ﬁuggst 6, 1933, to Dr. Elwood Meade, and by Dr. Meade given as evidence in the
earings :

Dr. ELwoop MEADE,
Director of ‘Reclamaution, Washington, D.C.:

People of Wyoming are vigorously protecting curtnilinent of production of beet
sugar in the United States in any way that would restrict beet growers in
Wyoming, as it is now being carried on. or interfere with further expansion of
the Industry. The irrigated areas of Wyoming are especially adapted to the
production of sugar beets, which is very essential to proper development of
our State, We now have five sugar factories in Wyoming and could furnish
suffictent beets for five more if suitable markets were established for our sugar,
Industry furnishes employment for many times more labor per acre of land
involved than any other crop that has so far been grown in Wyoming. The
incidental benefit realized by the coal miner, gas flelds, rock quarries, railroads,
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and others would be hard to calculate. Will appreciate anything that can be
- done to save the industry tfor Wyoming,
Lesrig A, MILLER,
Qovernor of Wyoning,

AMERICAN MARKETS FOIL THE AMERIOAN FARMER

We have respect and consideration tor the committee and all those in charge
of these negotiations. We wish no implications of bad faith upon any govern-
mental functionury, We do not question the zeal und integrity of these able
representatives, attorneys, and sugar experts in whose charge arve the millions
and millions of American capital invested outside of continental United States.

Great city banks, trust companies, and Investors have seen fit to invest
scores of millions outside of the United States, And now these milllons, for
further safety and greater returns, would demand restriction and place
limitations upon the Americun farmer. As bold as it is un-American.

The sugar farmers of America, both beet and cune, ure producing less than
25 percent of sufficient sugar to supply the American consumption. This is
strictly a nonsurplus c¢rop. To propose the restriction of the growing by the
American farmer of a nonsurplus c¢rop has never been advocated by any po-
litical party. No President of the United Stutes, no Congress has yet had
the temerity to propose restrictions on the American farmer when he is pro-
ducing a strictly nonsurplus crop. Such a policy would be absurd, and if it
were not for the millions of American capital invested outside of continental
United States urging such an unsound and absurd theory, it would be receiv-
ing not the slightest serious consideration at this moment.

By common decency and sound economics, every effort, governmental und
otherwise, should be exerted at this moment to encourage greater Americun
domestic sugar production, thus transplanting thousands and thousands of
grain, cotton, and surplus-crop lands into sugar-producing lands.

Who says no to this suggestion? What volce is. raised in protest te this
sound American policy? None cther than the voice of those millions of dollars,
producing sugar outside of the continental United States and bringing it in to
enjoy the American market.

‘We now have this spectacle of the power and influence of millions of dollars
of American capital, invested outside continental United States, here and now-
demanding, how and upon what basis the American farmer may be permitted
to grow a nonswrplus erop. A domestic crop producing less than one fourth the
amount consumed in the United States. And behind it all a carefully designed
plan to, by this Costigan bill, by an act of Congress, establish the justification
for such an absurdity.

The truth is, because of the great necessity for sugar stabilization, and
cleverly under the cloak of this great necessity, millions of capital invested
outside of continental United States is now attempting to at last defeat the
American farmer, restrict and obstruet his American market, now on sugar,
eventually on all farm crops, and as boldly expressed in writing by one foreign
producer, make the American market “of equal penefit and opportunity to
both domestic and foreign producers.”

Has $700,000,000 and more, invested abroad, more influence, more power,
in shaping and changing American principles than the rights and traditions of
American agriculture?

These raids upon the American farmer are not new. Such exploitation was
had at the beginning and during the World War. And since the World War
there has been deliberate discrimination agalnst agriculture. America today
is paying the terrific price, the penalty, for having placed money, the power of
wealth, above human rights, the constitutional rights of American citizens.

I have traveled in Cuba. Been there and observed the standards of lving,
throughout its sugar producing districts, We deeply sympathize with Cuba
angtl;er people, and especially at this time in the tragic hour of her national
existence. i

And likewlse the Philippines, We know their problems are many and are
difficult ones. Possibly much in help and cooperation, the United States should
extend to these countries. But get this fact straight, the American farmer will
not permit these national obligations to be loaded upon the backs of the
American farmer,
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This Costigan bill should be so amended as to aid and protect the American
farmer, not to steal from him his right to the American market.

Are we attempting to pass this bill and to distort a meritorious adjustment
act? And by this distortion settle international questions or adjust inter.
national questions or pay internutional obligations. And to do this thing at the
expense of the American beet and cane farmer?

There does possibly exist, on the part of the United States, varying degrees
of obligations to Cuba and the Philippines and other insular territories. ‘These
obligations should be met and met frankly and completely, but not by this bill
such as has been proposed, that will restrict and curtail and deny the, American
murket to the American farmer upon sugar, & strictly nonsurplus agricultural
erop.

It anh hour like this, when a great and sacred Awmerican principle is attackegd,
how fortunate, how patriotie, it would be if not only the American people but
those entrusted with constitutional authority, shouldered with governmental
responsibility would become the advocates in helping to safeguard and to
preserve to the American people all sacred and inherent American principles,

We heet farmers and others, are not here today pleading the cause of the
militons of Ameriean eapital invested outside continental United States. We
represent and plead for the thousands of suganr-heet farmers on our western
irrignted farms, Americans in America on American farms,

From these irrigated valleys thousands, tens of thousands, of young men
marched away to the World War in defense of the United States, their
country,

Theusands  returhed and have since taken up preferentinl homesteads
thronghout the frrigated West, These ex-service imen. to overcome the great
ohstacles of homesteading, need every cooperation, Their landg ure just becom.
ing suitable for sugar-beet raising. Who, o greater protect foreign invested
eapital. would now restrict and deny these ex- eervloo men their American right
to grow an Amertcan crop of which there is no domestic surplus?

We admit that Cuba and the Philippines purchase American manufactured
products,  But they do so in ne such proportion per ton of such marketed as
is pmrchased by the American sugar producer.

It is admitted that, during the World Wayr, invested capital in Oulm stima.
lated the Cuban sugar production. However, at $25 per 100 pounds, it was
really no great financial sacrifice for the Cuban sugur producers. We find
no record where their thousands and thousands of young men marched away
in cooperation with American soldiers durving Awerica’s months of participa-
tion in the World War.

A faly, impartial, and well-directed search for the great, powerful interests
domamling that our American sugar-beet farmers stultify American agriculture
by sucrificing a great fundamental principle, might disclose them to be the
groups that have so tragically flooded our American sugir markets,

Thus, we have covered the relation of domestic sugar production to the
safoty and stability of western irvigation and reclamation.

\Vo huve given consideration to that sound national principle, * the American
nmrket for the American farmer.”

We have also referred to the power and influence of the hundreds of millions
of American capital invested in Cuba.

Now, in conclusion, we offer this evidence to show that this troublesome-
sugnr question fs troublesome and complicated, and necessarily made so, as
some believe, heenuse of a determined effort to rehabilitate Cuban sugar secu-
rities though it be at the expense and destruetion of domestic sugar production
and the American beet farmer.

Referring to, the President’s lotter to Congress, dated Februnary 8, 1934, he,
the President, stated * that there is .a school of thought which believes that
sugar should be on the free list, that this belief is based on the high cost of
sugnr to the American consuming publie,”

Cortainly there ix such a school of thought, those whe would put sugar on
the free list and wholly destroy domestic sugar production. This school of
thought is supported by out-and-out. free traders, but, perhaps, more largely
by those of provincial statesmanship, who would amply protect some..agricul-
tural erops and destroy others. And, further, advocated by those representin.r
the hundreds of millions of Amerlcan capital invested in Cuba. . .. . .
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- That portion of the statement implying high cost of sugar to the American
. cemsuming public js too absurd, in face of the fact, to be refuted. There I3
" toduny no food reaching the American table so relatively cheap as refined sugar,

If domestic-sugar production ix to be destroyed, in order to bring back e¢ash
vatue to the millions of capital invested in Cuba, let it be done openly, courage-
ously, in true racketeering style, and not behind the dixguise of ome vague
and absurd economic theory. A theory a century old, but which no former
President has ever so mueh as dignified, by referring to it.

As emphatically stated by former President Coolidge: * Destroy the domes.
tic-sugar production in the United States and certainly the housewives of
America will pny more for their sugar,”

Let there be no mistake about this Costigun hill, Al reference to protecting
the consumers of sugar, ix for public appeal. The real purpose of this bill
is to give the administration the legnl authority to ostublish quotns, To
lower the production of the American beet farmer, To take from him ap-
proximately 300,000 tons of his Amerfean sugar market and give that addi.
tional amount to the Cuban producer, And thus bring back. cash value to the
millions of American money invested in Cuaba. That is the purpose of this
bill, as disguised as it may appear.

It would be very intevesting to know just who and-what interests, in Ameriea,
are the present owners of these millions of Cubun sugnr seenvities, ov, per-
chance, who may have owned them during the past 10 years,

Referring to a statement of the Nutional ity Bank of New York, dated
October 1933, we quote:

“A part of the American capital which went to Cuba, took the form of loans
to Cuban borrowery, but much more of it was employed in fixed investments
under corporate ownership, in which, in many instances, Cubans participated
to some extent, by accepting securities for okl properties, in shole or in part.
In other cases, old enterprises were bought out for cash, and usually at prices
that now seem very high, At the present time a very large amount of Ameri-
can capital appears to be hopelessly sunk in Cuba., Unfortunately, these hanks
have been obliged to tuke over from debtors certain pluntations and other
properties in Cuba.”

We refer again to the memorandum tvor the Washington Sugar Conference
by Thomas I.. Chadbourne, Washington, D.C,, July 9, 1933

“ Seventy percent of the sugar production of the island of Cuba i owned
by Amerfeans in the form of investments in Caban and Awmerican com-
panies (bonds, debentures, and stocks), largely scattered among small holders
throughout the length and breadth of the United States. This American in-
vestment, when muade, exceeded $600,000.000 in amount. The present market
valne of these securities, vepresenting this huge sum, does not now, in the
aggregate, exceed $50,000,000, :

This Costigan bill, as written, and the letter 1o Congress by the President
previously referred to, establishing guotas, would be a great victory for Cuban
sugar investment intevests; and in exactly the same degree, it will destroy
American beet production on American farms., From the President's lottor
to Congress, he apparently has assumed the responsibility in suggesting the
reduced quota for American beet farmers, and the increased gquota for Cuban
producers. If American agriculture differs with the DPresident and hix sogav
policy, we do so with sincere personal respect.

The American bect. farmer urges that the “new deal® must, In conimon
konesty, be a * square deal,”

Any effort by this bill, or otherwise, to bring haek cagh value to the hundreds
of millions of Amerviean capital invested in Cuban sugar, by foreing down
American domestie sugar production, a nonpsurplus crvop, compelling tens of
thourands of American beet farmers on thousands of Amevican tarnis, through-
out 18 States, to reduce their present production of Qomestic sugar by approxi-
mately 800,000 tons, by so doing, increase Cuban import guotas almost this
exact amount, would frankly he double crossing American agriculture and the
Ameriean beet fariner,

This would be selling out the American farmer in favor of Wall Street and
other capital interests, invested in a foreign country. The taking of the
American market away from the American farmer, contriry and wholly incon-
sistent with the present general agricultural program. wreeking not only
American sugar domestic production, but likewise adverse to the general wel-
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fare of the Nation, and finally, disastrous to the millions of American sugar

consumers.

In this critical moment, will the Congress and the administration yield to
the influence and the power of these millions of dollars invested in Cuba?
Will protection be given those foreign invested inillions, by so doing reversing
the present agricultural policy, and violating that sound American principle,
“The American market for the American farmer” ?

Will the ‘“new deal” become a * questionable deal” ? We Dbelleve not.

The American domestic sugar industry, its hundreds of thousands of Ameri.
can employees, its millions of invested capital, its American beet farmers, and
the Nation as a whole will fully cooperate with the * new deal” so long as the
* new deal ” is a * square deal.”

On this day, and on this sugar issue, national history is being made. We
imply no bad faith, rather we have an impelling conviction that honesty,
sincerity of purpose, and adherence to sound Awmerican principles will determine
this sugar issue. That the rights of the American farmer will not e violated,
This may not bring back cash value to millions of American dollars invested
in Cuban sugar, but it will bc. conclusive proof of an administration dedicated
to honest, constructive statesmanship.

And this administration, with zeal and courage, exercising unquestionable
fidelity to that sacred Awmerican principle, “The American market for the

American farmer.” .

The Crairman, Mr. Campbell; I understand that Mr. Campbell
wants to put into the record sometixing that will take about 2 minutes,
Is that right, Mr, Campbell {

Mr, Doueras CameBeLL. Yes, sir.

The CaammaN. Mr. Campbell represents W. R. Grace & Co. They
are importers? :

Mr. CameBeLL. They are importers of sugar, and also producers of
sugar in South America. They are an American corporation.

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS CAMPBELL, REPRESENTING W. B.
GRACE & CO.

Mr. CamepeLL. This statement which I wish to file contains dats
showing the guantities of full-duty sufars which have been able to
come into this market over the tariff Iaw in the last 12 years, and
it shows that during 10 of those years, when the average annual price
of raw sugar, c. and s., New York, before paying duty, ranged from
1 to 8 cents a pound, an average of only about 27,000 short tons
was able to get into the United States, about one half of 1 percent
of the consumption of the country. In two other years, 1923 and
1924, larger quantities came in, something like 120,000 tons, but at
that time the average price was between 4 and 5 cents a pound.

. We do not want to be considered as opposing the general prin-
ciples of this bill, but we beg to submit for your consideration certain
views with regard to the status of the full-duty smgu.s which we
believe to be well-grounded.

We are quite in accord with the principle that producing aress
which are granted full or partial tariff protection must be limited as
to the quantity of such protected production in order to prevent the
recurrence of artificial and uneconomic overproduction in such areas.
With regard to full-duty sugars, however, we submit that the pro-
posed quota limitation is unnecessar{ to the success of the program,
And by “ limitation ” I refer to the clause which says that sugar from
foreign countries should be limited to the average importation for a
certain 8-year period.
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1 shall not read all of this.

The CaamrMaN. You may put it in the record.

Mr. CampeBerr. The point that I particularly wanted to make was
that the existence of a tariff, and particularly of a Cuban prefer-
ential, has in itself been an effective means restricting the importa-
tion of full-duty sugars, and even such as enters, in moderately large
quantities, at a time of high prices, worked no hardship on domestics,
insuiar and Cuban producers who were already selling at a very
profitable basis. At the same time, the entering of such sugars at
such times is very important from the point of view of the foreign
trade, and also because it serves as an influence on prices after such
high price level has been reached.

'he CaAIRMAN. Thank you very much. ,

(The following is the statement of Douglas Campbell, of W. R.

Grace & Co., directed to be filed in the record.)

W. R. Gracg & Co.,

: New York City, February 15, 1934.
CHAIRMAN OF THE FINANCE COMMITTER,
United States Senate, Waghington, D.C.

Dear M. CHAIRMAN : We have studied with great interest the bill (8. 2732),
which was Introduced in the Senate on February 12, to provide legislation for
the proposed sugar program, and note that Section 8 of this bill specifies that
the quantity of sugar to be imported from foreign countries into the United
States shall be limited to the average importations of any three years during
the period 1925 to 1933, inclusive, While we do not desire to be considered as
opposing the general prineiples of the sugar program, we beg to submit for your
consideration our views with regard to the status of full-duty sugars, which we
believe to be well grounded.

The following table shows the quantities of full-duty sugar consumed in this
country since 1922, together with the total consumption and average prices year
by year during that period,

Consum Foreign Averaglo Average
Year tion o sugar cons C& selling
United |sumed (full] price of price of
States aduty) raws rofined
Cents per | Cents per
Long tons | Longtons | pound pmm%
1022 cecccecaccaneccaccancenncarsencomansosnnchunsonans 5,002,758 37,368 2,977 5,904
1023 . wevmscmamacseacsencenmnsrrarn 4, 780,684 124,438 5,240 8, 441
1924, . 4,854,480 86,830 4,186 7.471
1925 - ..] 5,510,060 33,810 2. 662 5,483
.............................. 5,071, 335 39,782 2. 568 5.473
B . , 207, 050 5, 2,050 5.828
1028, . - 5, 542,636 29,424 2.469 5. 840
1029, . - .-| ‘5,810,980 14, 887 2,001 5,028
1030..cconsnnntncciaccncuncssevarnnsnenonmansonresmmmasne 8,509,377 25,471 409 4,634
1031. aes 5,476, 204 33,445 . 329 4,425
1032 n——. b, 213, 961 22,100 0.928 3.902
1038 ccencccncennnrconsasancennan . y 270, 8, 1,220 4,310

We are quite in accord with the principle that producing areas which are
granted full or partial tariff protection must be limnited as to the quantity of
such protected production in order to prevent the recurrence of artificial and
uneconomic overproduction in such areas. With regard to full-duty sugars,
however, we submit that the proposed@ quota limitation Is unnecessary to the
success of the program and places such sugars at a disadvantage in that it
gg){iveii them of the potential opportunity to enter this market in periods of

prices.

It will be noted that during perlods of low or medium prices the quantities
of full-duty sugar which were able to enter this market over the high tariff
wall were insignificant in comparison with the total consumption of the United
States, and that only in 1928 and 1024, when the average price of raw sugar
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¢, und £. New York was more than 4 ecntx per pound, were they able to enter
in somewhat larger quantities,

During the first 9 years of this period the full duty on raw sugar was 2 to
2.200 cents per pound.

It is cvident that the existence of a tariff, and pavticularly of a preferential
tariff on Cuban sugar, has in itself been an effective means of restricting impor-
tations of full-duty sugars, Even the larger quantities which were able to
enter this market under very bhigh price conditions worked no havdship on
domestic, insular, and Cuban producers, whe were then selling their sugar on
a very profituble basis, At the same time the posstbility of entry of such sugars
served as a safety valve to check the price paid by the consumer and to prevent
skyrocketing of prices after this relatively high price level had been reached,

At the present world raw-sugar price of approximately 1.23 cents per pound
e, and f. New York, the existing full sugar tariff of 2.50 cents per pound is
cquivalent to a rate of 200 percent ad valorem: at a world price of 2 cents
per pound, it woutd be 1,23 percent; and even at the 1923 average price, the
highest in the last 12 years, It would still represent an ad valorem rate of 47 -
percent, The sugar tariff is one of the highest schedules in our present tariff
gystem, and we submit that the tnoderate quantities of full-duty sugars which
can get in over this high tariff wall should not be dehied entry by quota re.
strictions simllar in character to those which have been strongly protested by
our Government when applied to American goods by other countries,

It should be borne in mind that even the modernte quantities of full-duty
sugars which have been able to come in over the tarviff wall have been im-
portant to the respective producing countries, whose production is small; fur-
thermore that such importations are important to the trade of this country
with Latin Amerien. A survey of our trade with those countries in recent
vears reveals the fact that a large proportion of our exports consists of farm
products or of manufactures which use farm products as raw material (flour,
lard, cotton, textiles, bisenits, tobaccos, ete.). Any arbitrary restrictions on our
importations from Latin America, such as the proposed restriction on full-duty
sugars, would not only hinder the program of better trade relations and in-
creased trade with those countries but would tend to decrease the dollar-buying
power of those countrics, and to restrict further the direet or indirect export
market of the Amerlcan farmer,

We assume that drakback sugars (that is, sugars imported to be reflned or
used in manufacture, and then reexported) will not be considered as a part of
the respective quotas, which we understand to be hased on consumption only,
Thix was definitely provided in the rejected stabilization agreement, and we -
beg to suggest that this point be clearly established in the proposed new sugar
program,

We respectiully request that this communication be made a part of the record
of the hearings to be held by your committee on the above-mentioned bill, and
place ourselves at your service in caxe the committee should desire to call upon
us for any clarifieation of the above subject.

* Respectfully,

W. R, GracE & Co.,
By Doveras (CAMPBELL,

The Cuamrmax, Is Judge Crisp in the andience?

Judge Crisp. Yes, sir.

The CuammaN. Who represents the domestic refiners?

Judge Crisr. Mr, Ellsworth Bunker.

The CuamMan. Very well, we will hear from Mr. Bunker. How
much time do yon want?

STATEMENT OF ELLSWORTH BUNKER, REPRESENTING DOMESTIC
CANE SUGAR REFINERS

Mr. Bunxker. I should like, perhaps, 15 minutes.

The Curamrman. Very well. You have 15 minutes.

Mr. Bunkers, I represent all of the domestic cane sugar refiners
in continental United States.
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The CuarMAN., You appeared before the House committee

Mr. Bunker. Yes.

The CratrMAN. And your statement is there in full?

Mr. Bunker. Yes,sir, Mr. Chairman, before I begin, I would like
to give to the members of the committee two charts which I think
they would be interested in seeing, which graphically represent the
importations of off-shore refined sugars in total and those from Cuba.

Senator Kina. Have you copies for each member of the committee?

Mr. Bunker. Yes, sir; there are copies for everyone. The refiners,
at the present time, are threatened with extinction. The President
has suggested a program which we believe a constructive program,
for a solution of the sugar problem. The President has asked for a
quota system. The refiners ask for the same thing—that that quota
system be applied to their problem.

I believe the Secretary of Agriculture yesterday in his testimony
indicated that he approved of that in principle. We desire to pro-
pose an amendment which we believe places reasonable quotas on
the off-shore refined sugars, and our proposal, in brief, is to maintain
the status quo as far as insular possessions are concerned, and that
the Cuban importation should be 15 percent of their total quotas.

The refining industry has existed in this country on this continent
for about 200 years. In normal times we employed 20,000 men
whom we paid about $27,000,000 annually in wages and salaries, an

aid out $100,000,000 annually for materials, services, and supplies,
Faxigely to other industries, all in continental United States.

n recent years, particularly from 1925, when importations of
these off-shore sugars began in quantities, the refiners have lost in
volume about 700,000 short tons to the insular areas and Cuba. In
addition to that we have lost practically all of our export business
because of the tariff barriers throughout the world, lost about 320,000
tons in export, reEresentin about 90 percent of our business, and
we have suffered the entire loss due to shrinkage in consumption.

All of this has displaced sugar refined in this country without any
corresponding benefit to the consumer. The refined sugar imported
from Cuba and the islands, due to their cheap-labor costs and trans-
portﬁtion costs, undersells our product from 10 to 20 points in this
market.

The Cramman. Do you represent all of the domestic refiners?

Mr. BunkEer. Yes, sir.

The Ca1rMAN. That includes the American and the National and
the Savannah and the C. & H.?

Mr. Bunxer. Yes, sir.

The Cuamman. All of them.

Senator CostieaN. Not including beet sugar.

Mr. Buxker. No; cane-sugar refiners.

Senator McApoo. On the Pacific coast as well?

Mr. Bunker. Yes, sir; California and Hawaii, and the western.

The CrairMaN. I would like, if you have them, financial state-
ments of each of these refiners, so that we can put it in the record,
and see just what their financial status is, and how they have been
affected within the last few years, whether or not they have made
any money.

r. Bunker. Yes, sir.



150 SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES

The Cramrman. Whether or not they have paid off any bonds, and
whether or not they have declared any dividends, and if it is a
prostrate industry. .

Mr. BuNker. 1 have not the individual statements, Senator.

The CHamrMAN, Can you get those and put them in the record?

Mr. Bunker. But I can tell dvou what the average has been, de-
pending on the capital employed in the industry. =

Thg CramMAN. You could not get it for each mdmduai/com-

an
P r. Bunker. Not all of the companies make reports. I can get
it for all of the companies which make reports.

The Cramman, Those which make reports, will you get them for
us, and have them put in the record ?

r. BuNker, Yes, sir,

Senator McApoo. I think you can get reports from all of the
refiners. I am sure that they make reports, do they not?

Mr. Bunker. I will endeavor to get them. They do not all pub-
lish reports.

Senator Hasrings. Mr. Chairman, in that connection, might it not
be well to ask that they include an estimate of the acditionalCost
due to the N.R.A.? I was informed by some member, some corpora-
tion representative who called on me on this subject, that the N.R.A.
cost is, to the corporation, about a thousand dollars a day, and it
occurred to me that might not enter into financial statements, because
the N.R.A. did not begin until late last year.

The CramrMaN. Will you furnish that information also?

Mr. Bunker, I can give you that. I think I have the combined
statement here,

The Cuarman. We don’t care about it right now, but we would
like for the record to show it, and also, Mr. Bunker, if you will, give
to us, in behalf of these domestic refiners, a conservative cost on
differential. We have heard a lot about the differential not being
enough to protect the American refiner.

Mr. Bunker, That is correct. That is correct.

The CuarMaN, Now, we want to get an estimate of that. The
tronble I have had with it is that none of you agree on that cost.

Mr. Buxker. We have submitted figures to the Tariff Commission,
Mr, Chairman,

The Cuammman, Well, if you will, give them to us for the record;
and I hope they will be as conservative as possible, so that they will
bear scrutiny and analysis.

Mr. Bunker. Yes, sir, We have done that twice before the Tariff
Commission, but I will be very glad to do it again. .

Senator WaLsn. Mr. Chairman, I don’t suppose you contemplate
enacting legislation on that subject in connection with this bill

The Cramrman. Well, I do not think so, but I think it would be
very well for the committee to look into this differential proposition,
because it bobs up every time,

Senator Warsu. Don’t you think that the important question to
us, from the refiner’s standpoint, is to determine upon the quota,
restricting the importations of refined sugar?

The CrArRMAN, Yes. Well, that is what he is going to get into
now, as I understand it.



SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC comMMmoDIiTIES 151

Senator HastiNgs. The chairman has asked for a financial state-
ment.

Senator McAnoo. Mr., Bunker, will you bring out in your statement
the fact as to the extent that the quota limitation will satisfy the
refining situation ¢

Mr, Bunker. Yes, sir; I will. I will endeavor to.

Before I proceed, Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say, in repl
to your first question, that while I haven’t the statements here of all
the companies, I have the average net return on the capital employed
in refining, from 1925 to 1931, made up by public accountants, and
the return is 8.57 percent.

The CHairmaN, If you will, just put all that in the record, by
companies. We will get it in the record on that.

Mr. Bunker. The refiner’s profits have declined every vear from
1928. I will also submit the tigures in regard to the N.R.A. costs,
which have increased our costs materially.

]Senat?or Cosmigan. Have you increased the number of your em-
rloyees
: 1\%1" Bunker. Yes. We have increased about 20 percent, Senator.

Senator Crark. How much?

Mr. Bunker. About 20 percent.

Senator Costican. In employees?

Mr. Buxkeer. Yes: in number of employees. Just as an example
of the N.R.A. costs, we pay the processing tax on cotton bags. The
Cuban refiners do not pay the processing tax on bags, and the bags
are not taxed when they are returned, filled with sugar. Qur busi-
ness is primarily a volume business, and as our volume decreases,
our costs, of course, increase.

There is one other statement which apparently has gained some
currency in the Department of Agriculture, which I would like to
refer to, and that is the question that the refiners’ process is obsolete,
hecause the refiners use boneblack instead of vegetable carbon. 'That
is not the case. The refiners have investigated and spent a good
many hundreds of thousands of dollars investigating all vegetable
carbon processes, and have come to the conclusion that for their own
purposes the boneblack is the cheaper of the processes. As far as
efficiency goes, we believe that these refineries are not excelled and
are not equalled anywhere else in the world. We are continually
being visited by experts from other countries, who desire the advan-
tages of the best there is in the way of a refining process.

enator WausH, Is there a sanitary problem in connection with
refining ?

Mr. Bunger. Yes; Senator. We are all subject to the sanitary
regulations, of course,

enator WarsH. Is sugar that comes in, that is refined in Cuba,
subject to those regulations?

Mr, Bunxker. I believe not. I don’t believe that it is subject to
our sanitary factory regulations.

Senator Cost16AN. Is it regarded as a less desirable table product
than your own? ‘

Mr. Bunker. It sells at retail at the same price as ours, Senator
Costigan. It sell at a lower price to che dealer,
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Senator WaLsH, May I ask one other question? I understand thag
the cotton bags used by the sugar refiners are made in Japan, and
our American cotton bags are not used.

Mr. Bu~Nkesr. Well, T had information yesterday, Senator, that
cotton bags were being offered and sold in Cuba at a price of 56
cents per bag, The price here, including the processing tax, is 16
cents per bag.

Senator WarLsu. IFor the American cotton bag? :

Mr. Bu~nker. For the American cotton bag.  Now, in regard to
the insular aveas, gentlemen, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Philippines, and
the Virgin Islands, their problem is primarily a production prob-
lem. The production of raw sugar is of course ther principal busi
ness, employs most of their men. They have had a large measure
of protection for their raw sugar, and will continue to have a large
measure of protection, under the President’s program. We propose
that these insular areas be limited in their refined sugar imports to
the United States, to their 1933 figure, which was their maximum to
date. That would be, for Hawaii, about 23,000 short tons; Puerto
Rico, about 109,000 short tons; and for the Philippines, about 62,000
short tons; which is about 10 percent above the limitation in the
Hawes-Cutting Independence Act. :

Senator Kixg. And the residue of sugar imported below those |
figures would be raw?

Mr. Bunker. Would be raw sugar to be refined in this country,

Senator King. Do any of the companies that you represent have
refineries in either of our insular possessions?

Mr. Bunker, No; sir,

Senator Warsn. There are American companies there, of course?

Senator King. Yes; I understand.

Senator WarLsH. There are American companies there, are there?

Mr. Bunker. Yes. In regard to Cuba, when the reciprocity con-
vention was adopted, there was no refining in Cuba for the American
market. No Cuﬁan imports came into this country until 1925, and
then only about 1,600 tons. In 1926 it increased to 50,000 tons, and
by 1933 1t was approximately 500,000 short tons. The increase there
has been very much more rapid than in the islands, due primarily I
think to a decreasing market for Cuban raw sugar, and to pressure
of the tariff, both of which factors the President proposes to remove
in this program. ‘

Senator Warsn. Will you give us the figures for each of those 6
years, later?

Mr. Bunker. Yes, sir,

The Cuairman, I think it is in this chart, too, Senator.

Mr. BuNkER. Yes, sir.

Senator Kina. Might I ask one question? I think it is germane.

Mr. Bunker. Yes, sir.

Senator Kina, Are the refineries that are established in the insular
possessions formed by those who own the lands and produce the cane,
or are they independent companies? By that, I mean, independent
capital, not connected in any way with the production of the sugar?

r. Bunker, Well, I think some, Senator, have been built by inde-
pendent capital, and most of them, however, have been established by
raw-sugar plantations, who have their raw-sugar plantations and
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. their raw-sugar factories. That is particularly true of the more
recent installations. )

Senator CostrcaN, Mr, Bunker, have you stated specifically in the
record what ,12'0“" objection is to the language of the Tarift Act of
1930, or the Tariff Act of 19221%

Mr. Bunker. Well, I haven’t stated it yet, Senator; no.

Senator Costican. Do you intend to?

Mr. Bunker. I will if you would like to have me do that.

Senator Costican. I should like to have your objections specifically
placed before us. )

Mr. Bunker, Well, the Tariff Act of 1930 provides no protection
for the American refiner. In fact, it gives a small subsidy amount-
ing to 2 cents per hundred pounds, to the Cuban refiner. because of
the fact that the 107 pounds required to produce 100 pounds of raw
sugar, required to produce a hundred pounds of refined sugar, pays
2,14, whereas the 100 pounds of refined pays 2.12. So that actually
there is a subsidy to the foreign refiner, and no protection whatever
to the American refiner.

I might say in that connection that I believe that at the hearings
before the Finance Committee on the Hawley-Smoot Act, a repre-
sentative of the Cuban refiners said that protection was not neces-
sary for the American refiners, because refining in Cuba could not
possibly increase. At that time I think the importations were about
280,000 short tons, and since then they have nearly doubled. We feel
that the quota which we proposed for the Cuban refiners is fair,
because it gives to those refiners who own raw-sugar mills, who
benefit very materially from an increase in the preferential, and
from a larger share in the American market——

The CaalrMAN. What was the limitation?

Mr. Bunker. Fifteen percent of the total quota. That amounts
to 291,600 tons,

The Caamrman. All of this did not come in from American-owned
industries in Cuba, this last year, this 500,000 and some odd tons?

Mr, Bunker. Came from both Americans- and Cuban-owned in-
dustries; yes, sir.

Senator WALSH. I offered an amendment, Mr. Chairman, which
is being printed, and I have asked the clerk to get a copy to each
member of the committee, along the lines suggested by the witness.

Senator King., As I understand you, you want to limit the refined
sugar imported from- Cuba to 439,319 tons?

Mr. Bonker. Two hundred and ninety-one thousand six hundred
tons. Fifteen percent of their quota on the 1,944,000 tons.

Senator Kinag. That would mean the closing down, then, of course,
of the number of refiners in Cuba?

Mr. Bunker. It would mean their operating at about the same
rate of capacity at which the American refiners operate, except it
gives to the raw-sugar producers which have refineries, the refining
of their entire raw-sugar quota.

Senator Kina. Have you stated for the record the number of tons
of raw sugar produced in Cuba which are refined in Cuba?

Mr. Bunker. Yes, sir. I said approximately 500,000 tons, and I
will have the tables in the record.
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Senator HastiNgs. Mr. Bunker, let me see if I understand your
last statement. If I understand it, it will give to the raw-sug:r
refiners, the persons or corporations groducinﬁnraw sugar and refin.
ing their own raw sugar, an opportunity to refine all they produced$

r. Bunker. That is correct. .

Senator Hasrines. The independent refiners—your proposal is
that they will have just about the same as your amendment will
give the American refiner? :

Mr. Bunker. Yes, sir. That is correct.

Senator VANDENBERG, Suppose the total of Cuban quota were
reduced, would you still use the same 15-percent figure ¢

Mr. BUNKER. Well, I think that we would be agreeable to that
total figure, 291,000 tons.

Senator VanpexnBera. Regardless of the grand total?

Mr. Bu~nker. Yes; if the other quotas are approximately the
same; if there are any material changes in the quotas, we might have
to ask for a further reduction, rather than to stick to the 15 percent.

Senator WaLsu. Has the increase in the production of refined
sugar in Cuba been brought about by American ca%)ital setting up.
refineries, as a result of the tariff differences, in part

Myr. BuNker. Some of it has, Senator; yes. Gentlemen, I would
like to introduce and read this amendment, if I may, which we are
offering. In the text of the Senate bill 2732 it would come on line
20, on page 4 of the printed text, after the words “or allotments ?,
and it reads:

Provided. howcrer, That in <uch quotas there may be included, in the case of
the Territory of Hawaii, Virgin Islunds, 'uerto Rico, Philippine Islands, the.
Canal Zone, American Samoa, und the Istand of Guam, direct-consumption
sugar up to an amount not exceeding the respective importations of direct-
consumption sugar therefrom into continentnl United States for consumption,
or which was actually consumed, therein, during the year 1933, and, in the
case of foreign countries, including Cuba, respectively, direct-consumption sugar
up to an amount not exceeding 15 percent of their respective quotas.

Senator MoApco. Well, if that amendment were adopted, Mr.
Bunker, you think that no further protection would be required for-
the American sugar refiners?

Mr, Bunker. Well, I think, Senator, that the American refiners
ought to be put on a competitive basis, it would seem to me, with
the foreign refiners. '

Senator MoApoo. Yes; but I mean as it stands today?

Mr. Bunkee, Not in this bill, ‘

Senator McApoo. As it stands today, you say that the American
sugar refiner is being destroyed, or he is being deprived of the.
opportunity to make a profit ¢

r. Bunger, Yes, sir,

Senator McApoco. Now, with this amendment in the bill, and the-
quotas established as %roposed, would that put the American sugar
reﬁﬁ% on a parity where he will have an opportunity to make a
pro

Mr. Bunker, Yes; I think so. s ‘

Senator McApoo. Then no further tariff protection, for instance,.
will be required? 4

Mr. Bunker. Well, of course, this bill is a temporary matter.
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Senator McApoo. I understand. I am only talking about the
emergency.

Mr, Bunker, The emergencf'; es.

Senator MoAnoo. That would be adequate, for the moment?

Mr. Bunker. For the moment, I should think.

Senator MocApoo. Yes.

Mr. Bunker. But we feel that it should be corrected.

Senator McApoo. Eventually?

Mr. Bunker. Yes,

Senator McApoco. Yes. We are talking about the emergency now.

Senator HastiNgs, The independent refiner in Cuba would con-
tinue to have the advantage over the American refiner, in that the
wages would be less, That is true, isn’t it ¢

r. Bunker. Yes. Oh, yes.

Senator Hastings, And that is the only difference? That would
be t.hg only difference between the two, under your proposed amend-
ment «

Mr. Bunker, Well, he has certain transportation advantages also.

Senator WarsH. I think you have given us the figures as to what
would be the reduction in the importation of refined sugar from
Cuba, if this 15-percent quota was fixed, compared with the importa-
tion of last year. Have you those figures with respect to the other
islands, Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and the V.u'gln Islands?

Mr. BUNKER. Weli, there would be no reduction, Senator, in respect
to the other islands.

Senator Warsu, Well, shouldn’t your amendment be drafied so as
not to permit an increase from these other possessions and limit or
make the decrease from Cuba alone?

Mr. Bu~nker. That is what we have endeavored to do; yes, sir.

Senator WaLsu, As a matter of fact, it would be ossible to in-
crease the importation of refined sugar from Puerto Rico, Hawaii,
and the Philippines?

Mr. Bunker. Yes, sirr  'We propose the status quo for them, In
other words, their 1933 importations,

Senator McApoo. That would be their quota ?

Mr. Bu~nker. That would be their quota, which was their maxi-
mum, to date. )

t Scenl;utgr WarsH. And the reduction of 15 percent would only apply
o Cuba

Mr. Bunker. Would apply to Cuba, because there the increase has
been very much more rapid.

Senator Warsa. Yes; I can see that.

Senator MoApoo. And the proposed reduction on Cuban refined
would be about 50 percent? I mean the imgortations of Cuban
reﬁne?d would be reduced about 50 percent of what it was in the last
year

Mr. Bunker. Yes; a little more. Well, the reduction would be not
quite 50 percent. It would be about 40 percent. .

Senator MoApco. About 40 percent?

Mr. Bunker. Forty percent. '

Senator Kine. Is that all, Mr. Bunker? :
. Mr. Bungeg. I have some minor amendments which I would like
just to read one page of, if I may, in regard to the same.

a



156 SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES

~Senator WaLsu. For the record, if this 15 percent quota was -
applied, the importations would be about the same as they were-
beg)re the tariff bill was passed? . . )

Mr. Bunxker, I would like to call the committee’s attention, briefly,
to what appears to be a joker in the bill, in that under the definition
of “sugar”, sirups would be exempted from the processing tax,
Nobody would object to such exemptions as to “ sirup of cane juice ”,
which is a product made by farmers in the Gulf States; but I see
no reason why Cuban and other imported sirups, which, in fact, com-
pete directly with sugar, should not be subject to a processing tax just
the same as sugar. This discriminatory defect in the bill can be cured
by a very simple amendment to the definition of “sugar ”, so as to
include sirups, except sirup ot cane juice; and I would like to file
a brief memorandum in the record on this point, in which the exact
wording of such amendment appears. Now, Mr. Chairman and Sen-
ators, 1 really want you to read the memorandum, because the joker
didn’t get into the bill by accident. Those things don’t just happen,
It was put in to favor somebody. )

Amendment to subject sirups to the processing tax.

I invite the attention of the committee, first to the definition of
processing on page 2 of the bill, line 5:

(A) The term * processing™ menns the processing of sugar beets or sugar
cine into refined sugar or into any sugar which is not to be turther refined,

Next, in line 13 of the same page, I call attention to the definition
of “sugar”:

(C) The term “sugnr” weans sngar in any form whatsoever, devived from
sugar bects or sugar cune, including also molasses, raw sugar, direct-consump-
tion sugar, and any mixture containing sugar (except blackstrap molasses, beet
molasses, and sirups), and for the purpose of section 8a of this title, sirups,

The section 8a referred to relates only to quotas.

In other words, the bill defines sirups as a sugar for the purposes
of the allotment of quotas, but expressly excludes sirups from the
definition of sugar for the purposes of the processing tax. The ques-
tion, what is the reason for this preferred treatment of sirups, prop-
erly suggests itself. It looks much like a joker in favor of some
special interest. One explanation which has been offered is that it
was intended to relieve from payment of the tax, small cane growers
of the South engaged in growing cane not for the production of
sugar but for the production of a form of sirup. Such explanation
is not satisfactory, because to accomplish such limited purpose (to
which no one would object) it is unnecessary to employ the broad
generic term “sirups ”, because the only sirup these cane growers

roduce is accurate g known as “sirup of cane juice.” Accordingly

-suggest that the bill be amended so as to exempt this one kin
of sirup from the tax rather than all sirups. The generic term siru
would exempt from processing tax other sirups as to-which no justi-
fication exists for receiving this s’;)ecial privirege and favored treat-
ment. I refer to “refined sirups ” which at present are imported in
large quantities and marketed in direct competition with refined
sugar. :
. In this connection, I believe that this committee will be interested
in the testimony of an official of a sirup company at a hearing before
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the Tariff Commission, April 13, 1982. The impression this witness
seemed to endeavor to convey to the Commission was that his com-
pany was resourceful and had effected econoniies and could get along
pretty well without changes in the tariff schedule. With reference
to his company he stated: .

They developed a process for making sugar sirup that is the equivalent in
purity, and so forth, to melted granulated sugar divect from raw sugar without
going through the crystalization stage. The lurge majority or, rather, the large
number of manufacturing consumers of sugar, take sugar into their plants in
bags or barrels—that is, the granulated sugar; they melt it into a sirup and
uge it in their finished product in sirup form. With this sirup of ours we are
able to put in a small, simple tank and pipe-line installation, ship them their
sugar requirements in sirup form instead of in bag form, and eliminate all of
the bhandling of the sugar, the dumping of sugar, and so forth.

On cross-examination, after the chairman had overruled objec-
tions on his part as to the propriety of questions asked him, he testi-
fied that their sugar sirup paid an average import duty of from 0.7
to 0.8 of a cent per pound on the sucrose content, This is to be com-
pared with a rate of 2.12 on the sucrose content of refined sugar and
a rate of 2.14 on the recoverable sucrose from 96 degrees raw sugar.
In other words, his product, which he describes as to the equivalent
of refined sugar, was being imported by his company at a rate of duty
approximately one third of the rate imposed on raw sugar—the raw
material of the sugar refiner.

It is thus established by this witness’ own testimony that refined
sirnp enjoys an unwarranted competitive advantage over refined
sugar of more than 1.25 cents per pound by reason of inequalities in
the sugar schedule. In view of this, it certainly could not have
been intended to exempt refined sirup from the processing tax.

Before the House Committee on Agriculture, in hearings on the
identical bill introduced there, a representative of the sirup com-
pany suggested that, as the President’s program contemﬁ ates a
reduction of the tariff on sugar in an amount equivalent to the proc-
essing tax, and, he said, a reduction of the tariff on sirups was not
- contemplated, therefore sirups should not bear any processing tax.
I do not know where he got his information as to proposed action
or nonaction regarding the tariff on sirups, but, even if it be the
fact, it is also true that the President contemplates increasing the
Cuban preferential substantially, and that this will in all proba-
bility have the effect of reducing pro tanto, the cost of such Cuban
sirups, but not the cost of Cuban sugar. It is fundamental to the
President’s program that in order to help Cuba she must take the
benefit of practically the full preferential on her sugar, but it by
no means follows she will do so as to sirups. Furthermore, the con-
sideration advanced by the sirup company have no application to
sirug from free-duty sources, such as Puerto Rico. Unless sirups
are brought under the processing tax, the result of the enactment of
the bill may easily be that Cuban sugar or Puerto Rican sugar will
be imported in the form of sirup in increasing quantities, not paying
any processing tax; and the interests which handle it will thus be
able to compete on a discriminatory and favored basis with refined
beet and cane sugar.

42831—84——11
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This defect in the bill shoukl be eliminated by amending the
definition of “sugar ”, page 2, lines 13 to 18 of the bill, so as to
read as follows:

(C) The term * sugar” means sugar in any form whatsoever, derived from
sugar beets or sugarcane, including also molasses, sirups, raw sugar, dirvect.
consumption sugar, and any mixture containing sugnr (except blackstrap mo-
Jasses, beet molusses, and sirup of cine juice), and, for the purposes of
section 8n (1) of this act, in addition to the foregoing, sirup of cane sugar,

I am also including in the same memorandum three technical
amendments to the bil, so as to clarify the status of drawback sugars
as outside the quotas, and so as to provide for refund of processing
tax upon export of articles such as canned goods, which include
sugar, and finally so as to provide for reimposition of the processing
tax with respect to cotton bags exported from the United States
when and if such bags reenter the United States as containers o
sugar. I do not wish to take up the committee’s time by making
any detailed statement of the reasons for these amendments, as they
ave entirely obvious, and are consistent either with the spirit of the
bill itself or with the principles followed in our tariff legislation in
steh matters. I will just file them.

I, AMENDMENT T0O CLARIFY QUOTA STATUS OF DRAWBACK SUGARS, IN
ACCORDANCE WITH PRINCIPLES GF OUR CUSTOMS LAWS

For the purpose of providing refined sugar for export from the
United States, either in the form of refined sugar or as a1 component
bart of other articles (e.g. canned goods, etc.), it is customary to
mmport into the United States an equivalent amount of dutinble raw
sugar, because a considerable saving can thereby be effected through
the provisions of the tariff act which permit of a “ drawback” of
the duty on such imported raw sugar. Without such privilege of
drawback, it would be impossible to export from the United States
refined sugar, or goods in which refined sugar forms a substantial
part, because the cost would be so great that such articles could not
compete in the world markets.

Apparently the su{,rar quota bill as submitted to Congress intended
that sugar imported from our insular areas or foreign countries,
and subsequently exported from the United States, would not be
subject to the quota restrictions proposed. The quotas are for sugar.
which is to be consumed or is consumed in continental United
States. This is sound, and in the interest of all concerned, as of
course nothing unnecessary should be done to hamper American
manufacturers in export trade.

There is real doubt, however, whether the language of S. 2732 is
sufficiently clear to permit such export business to be carried on, on
the sound lines permitted by the tariff act, and it is submitted that
the bill should state that any sugar which receives a drawback should
not be charged against a quota; as obviously that is the soundest
proof of nonconsumption in the United States.

It is therefore suggested that the sugar bill be clarified by a spe-
cific amendment to that end, as follows:
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By adding after the word “allotments” in line 20 on page 4 of
S 2732, the following:

Precided, however, That any fmported sugar with respect to which a draw-
hack of duty is allowed under the provisions of subsection A or B of section
813 of the Tarff Act of 1930, <hail naot he charged against the guota allotted by
the Secretary of Agricuiture hereunder to the country from which such sugar
was imported,

I AMENDMENT TO PROVIDE FOR REFUND OF PROCESSING TAX ON EXPORT
OF ARTICLES CONTAINING SUGAR

Section 17 (a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act provides for
refund of processing and compensating taxes upon exportation of
“any product processed wholly or in chief value from a commodity
with respect to which a tax has been paid under this title,” The
Bureau of Internal Revenue contends that upon the export of sugar
theve can be no refund under this language of the processing or com-
pensating tax on cotton and burlap bags containing the sugar, be-
cause those taxes are only on the bag, whereas the article exported
consists wholly or in chief valie of sugar. Therefore the American
exporter of refined sugar is unnecessarily placed at a disadvantage
in foreign commerce beeause he is required to pay the processing tax
on cotton and burlap bags and cannot obtain a refund of the same
when those bugs are used as containers for exported sugar. This is
inconsistent with sound national policy, which should facilitate ex-
port trade rather than burden it by internal taxes.

It is to be noted that under section 313 of the tariff act refunds
of import duties are repaid in the form of drawback, regardless of
whether or not the exported article is manufactured wholly or in
chief value from an imported duty-paid article; and under that act.
drawback is regularly allowed npon burlap bags used as coverings
for exported commodities, ns well as on imported sugar used in the
manufacture of such exported commodities, even though such sugar
tany not constitute their chief value, In order to eliminate the un-
necessary and unsound export disadvantage caused by the narrow
phraseology of section 17 (a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
such section should be amended by striking out in subsection (a)
thereof, the words “ chief value ” and inserting in lieu thereof the
word “part.”

When a processing tax is imposed on sugar, this will become a
matter of great importance to canners and other food manufacturers
who export canned fruit, canned milk, and other articles manufac-
tured in part from sugar. If “chief value” remains as a pre-
requisite to tax refund, a canning industry may find itself sub-
jected to a burden it cannot absorb in competing for world mar-

ets. Such an unfortunate result would prejudice the market for all
farm products going into such canned goods. Therefore this is
another important reason why the requirement of section 17 (a),
that the exported article must be wholly or in chief value made up of
the taxed commodity, should be changed. There seems no reason
why the principles and practices under the tariff act in this respect
should not apply equally to processing and compensating taxes.
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IV. AMENDMENT 10 REIMPOSE PROCESSING TAX ON REIMPORTED BAGS

Purchasers of cotton and burlap bags in the United States are pay-
ing an increased price representing the amount of the cotton process-
ing tax on cotton bags, and the compensating tax on burlap bags.
These additional charges represent amounts varying from 2.7 cents
per 100 pounds of sugar to 4.3 cents per 100 pounds of sugar, de-
pending upon the size of the containers. Under the present opera-
tion of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, a foreign | urchaser of
cotton bags and burlap bags made in the United States is relieved
from this charge, for under section 17 (a) of that act the exporter
of the bags is entitled at time of exportation to a refund of the
amount of the tax. Thus the Cuban and Philippine sugar refiners
purchase their cotton and burlap bags from the United States tax
exempt. They then export their sugar in such bags to the United
States. Upon such reimportation of the bags, however, they are not
required to pay the processing and/or compensating taxes which their
American competitors have been required to pay upon the same
articles. This is obviously unfair and unreasonable. As above
indicated, it gives the Cuban and Philippine refiner an advantage
of from about 284 cents to 41, cents per 100 ﬁpoun(ils, which is a very
serious and substantial advantage in the refined-sugar trade, where
the margin of operation is very small, .

Section 314 of the Tariff Act of 1930 provides gencrally that
where there is an internal tax on an American-made article, which
tax is refunded on exportation of such article, the reimportation of
the same article should be subjected to a duty equal to the original
tax. This is the merest common sense and elemental fairness; and
there is no reason whatever why the same policy, requiring repay-
ment of the processing or compensating taxes in case of re-importa-
tion, should not apply under the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

The following amendment to the Agricultural Adjustment Act
should be made to effectuate this purpose:

Section 17 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended. should he
amended by inserting, as a new subsection after subsection {a), the following:

Upon the reimportation as containers, coverings or otherwise of articles once
exported, of the growth, product or manufacture of the United States, upon
which any tax under this title is refunded (or for the refund of which claim is

filed), there shall be levied, collected, and paid upon such reimportation of such
articles, a tax equal to the tax so refunded or to be refunded,

Senator King. Is that all, Mr. Bunker?
Mr. BUNKER. Yes.

STATEMENT 0N BEHALF OF THE UNITED STATES CANE SUGAR REFINING INDUSTRY

The sugar refining industry of the United States is today threatened with
«extinetion. The facts speak for themselves, The industry is appearing here
to ask for fair treatment and nothing more, wholly in accord with the spirit
«of the President’s sugar program, The members of the industry desirve to
.cooperate with the President, but ask that the principles of his program be
applied to their problem. Their problem is an integral part of, and cannot be
separated from, the problem of the whole sugar industry. If it is to be dealt
with fairly and adequately, it must be dealt with at one and the same time.

The President asks for a quota system. The refiners ask the same; and
that ‘their problem btre included, that there be put into the bill reasonable
quotas for importations of direct-consumption sugar., The Secretary of Agri-
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culture has testified before this committee that in principle this would be
acceptable to the administration,

Reasonable limitations on fmportations of direct-consumption sugar are
absolutely vital to the continued existence of the domestie refining industry.
They are also of great importance to the beet farmers, because there importa-
tions are extending rapidly in' » their territories, and crowding out their sugar.
The refiners therefore ask an amendment to the bill providing that importa-
tions of direct-consumption sugar from the American tropical islands be lmited
to the 1938 umounts, and that importations from foreign countries, including
Cuba, be limited to 18 percent of their respective quotas of all sugar,

The tairness of this request is amply demonstrated by the following facfy™ ~ 7~

THE BREFINERS' SITUATION

1. The cane sugar refining industry has existed in conttnental United States
for over 200 years. In normal times it employs some 20,000 persons, to whon
it pays in wages and salaries $27,000,000 annuully, For materials, services, und
supplies (exclusive of raw sugar) the industry pays out to other industries
in the United States approximately $100,000,000 annually.

2, From 1925 to 1933, through increase of refined sugar from Cuba, Puerto
Rico, Philippine Islands, and Hawali, the refining industry of the United States
has lost 700,000 short tons or 15 percent of its production. During the same
period, due to protective tariffs of foreign countries, it has also Jost 320,000
short tons, or 90 percent of its export business. It has also borne the entire
loss in consumption due te the depression, The total sbrinkage amounts to
1,600,000 short tons, or over one third of its production. These losses have
closed three refineries. They are threatening to close several more. They have
thrown thousands of men out of employment.

3. Retlned sugar from Cuba and the other fslands has increased with great
rapidity. In 1925 these importations were less than 20,000 short tons; in 1933
they were 700,000 short tons, of which 500,000 short tons were from Cuba
alone, These importations have displaced an equal amount of American ve-
finding. They have displaced American labor and reduced American pay rolls
and purchasing power. This is due to the fact that Cuban and insular refiners
undersell American refiners because of cheaper labor in the tropies and lower
freight costs to centers of distribution accessible by water in foreign ships
(including inland cities on our waterways as fur west ns Chicugo and Mil-
waukee). In Cuba the mills have been paying about as much per day to labor
as American reflners pay per hour. Yet, while our refining industry has
suffered great damage, the American public has not benefited by a lower reiail
price for the tropical sugar, The public pays the same for it as for our
product. The dealer buys it cheaper, but absorbs the profit.

4. Participation by thelr American refiners in N.R.A. has materially increased
refining cost. They are thus at a further substantial disadvantoge ns compared
with tropical refiners.

§. While other branches of the sugar industry have high protection against
Cuban competition, American refiners not only have no protection against Cuban
refined sugar but actually are penalized by a gross injustice in the 1930 tarift,

" which in effect gives a 2-cent per 100 pounds subsidy to the Cuban retiner.

6. Sugar refining is a volume business. As volume is reduced, unit increase,
and the competitive disadvantage of the American refiner is multiplied. If
importations from the tropics continue to increase (and they will increase
rapidly unless checked), the American refining industry will be destroyed.
While tropical refinerles are working to capacity, and increasing capaclty,
American refineries are closed or working less than 80 percent of capacity.

7. The charge has been made, and given currency in published articles, by
persous who have no technical knewledge of sugar roflning, that Americaw
refining methods are obsolete due to the use of boneblack instead of vegetable
carbon. One of these articles was vcritten by Dr. Mordecai Ezekiel, of the
Department of Agriculture, Dr. Hzekiel, however, in his examination before
the House committee on this bill, pleaded time and agatn, in answer to questions
asked him, that he was not an expert on sugar. The statement, however,
seemy to have gained credence with the Secretary of Agriculture. But no
statement could be more unfounded in fact. It is due entirely to propaganda
put out by sellers of patented vegetable carbon processes, who have derived
a profit from selling refining equipment and vegetable earbon to the Philippines
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and to Cuba. They' will appear here as representatives of the refinevies in
these islands. Thelr real interest, however, is in increasing their sales. Ameri.
can reflners have spent hundreds of thousands of dollars in recent years in
experimenting with these vegetable carbons, and have sent their engineers to
different parts of the world to observe their use, Without exception, they
have rejected vegetahle carbon as inforior to and move expensive than bnne.
black. On the other hand, during the past 16 years, vast sums have been
spent upon improvement to American refineries, ‘Poday they rank with the
most efficient in the world. They are continually visited by engineers from
all parts of the world to copy their eficiency, They are excelled nowhere in
the world. In passing, it might be remarked that the two largest refineries
in Cuba use boneblack and one of these, the Hershey refinery, s the largest
and most modern in Cuba.

THB INSULAMR AREAS (JIAWAILL PUERTO RICO, PIIILIPPINE ISLAXNDS, VIRGIN ISLANDS)

The facts ns to our own tropical ishands are as follows:

1. These isinnds are primarvily raw sugar producing arens, Until the last
few years their refined sugne production was negligible, Further development
of their refined sugar production means a dupleation of rvefinlug facilities
existing in continental United States: facilities which, having been enlavged
to take cave of the United Statos nnd frs alliex during the World War, are
more than adequate to take cave of the newds of the United States for (he
some thne to come. To permit thix duplication. merely to tnke advantase of
cheaper labor in the islands, is economically wasteful and unsound, It dis-
places labor and destroys capital investments in continental United States,
‘To prevent this will not prejudice the islands, They enjoy. and under the
President’s plan will continue to enjoy, a very profitable return for thefr rvaw
sugar. Fuarther development of reflning ix not necessary to their economie
well-being, Furthermore, the great majority of raw sugnr producers in these
islands do not ‘'wish to enter the retining business,

2, Other nationx of the world, ax England, Canada, France Japan, and
Holland, recognize the inportance of a domestic sugare refining industry ang
protect their retiners not only against foreign vefined sugar, but alke against
refined sugar from their colonies, This i~ sound national policy. We should
not he dependent for our refined sugar on far-distant or foreign islands, hut
we should maintain a strong continental reflning industry in position to deaw
supplies of raw sugar from any part of the world, \

3 The 1033 importations of refined sugar from these avens represent tlieir
maximum to date nand are approximately as follows:
’ Rhort tons

Hawadi- - el mm . - e e —————— o e e obena 23, 000
PUEITO RICU e o e e e e e et e e en 109, 600
T'hilippives. oo Jrer oo s —————————— e 62, (h
. ] ——— e et e
Tota)a-- . e 1 o ot e e e e 1 e 1 om0 0 2k e e 104, 000

1t is but fadr und reasonable to ask them, in exchange for the benefits ihey
will receive from the President’s plan, at least to check their reflning at their:
1933 figures. The amount for the Philippines is nbout 10 percent larger than
their quota for refined sugar fixed by Congress in the Hawes-Cutting Act,

CUBA

The facts as to Cubn ave us follows:

1. Importation of refined sugar from Cuba to the United States was nil at
the time of the Recipr6ity Convention of 1903. As late as 1926 it was negli-
gible, aggregating less than 1,500 short tons, In 1926 importationy Jumpea to
over 50,000 tons. 'they have since increased to 500,000 tons.

In 1929, when such importations were 285,000 short tons. it was argued ut
tariff hearings by Cuban reliners that the Amexican industey had nothing to
fear, that no other operations were in contemplation, that the Cuban reflneries
had about reached capacity; that thuse in existence woull never be important
competitors, and that when their competition became ot conscquence it would
then be time to meet the problem. The time to meet this problem has long
since arrived, In 1933 the importations of Cuban retined sugar into the United
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States were ghout double the importations of 1920, or approximately 00,000
ghort tons,

2. This development of Cuban sugar refining has been entively at the expenise
of the American refiners. Every pound of imported Cubah refined suguy
displaces 0 pound of American refined sugar,

3. The Cuban sugar prob'em is a raw-sugar problent, not a vefining problem,
Beonomic vehabtlitation of (‘uba can be nccomplished by giving Cuba a hirger
preferentlal on raw sugar, and a rensonable quatn for raw sugar. Refining in
Cuba is not essential to Cubnn prosperity. Cuba's great investment in the
Cuban refinerfes ix probably not move than 1 percent of the investment in
raw-sugar properties, It is havdiy 3 percent of the investment in the American
gugar refining industry,

4. Like the lusular refining industry, the Cuban vefining industry Ix a duph-
eatlon of refining facllitles ulremdy oxisting in continental United Ntates, and
is therefore wastetul ad unsound. It displuces American labor and destroys
American capital,  While its product displaces American retined sugar in the
domestic market, it is without any corresponding benetit to the public, The
lower price tx not pussed on to the public who buy the C(uban xugar,

5. As stated above under the existing tariff of 1830, not only are the Ameri-
cun refiners without any protection at all against refining in Cuba but they
are actually at a disadvantage of 2 cents per 100 pounds, which is a virtual
American subsidy to the Culmn refiners,

6. A quota of 201,600 tons for direct-consumption sugnr from Cuba wouid be
more than fair. Such a guota would be laige enough (adided to the 150,000 tons
locat consumption in Cubin), to permit the raw-sugar mills which have refining
machinery inustalled, to reflue substantinlly all of the raw sugar produced to
perm‘t the one Cubun refiner who is not a rmw-sugar producer to operate at a
percentage of capacity greater than that of Amerfean refiners at the present
time. The oniy thing that is asked of these Cuban refiner-raw sugar producers
iy, in effect, that they contine their refining operations to the raw sugar they
produce, and permit the mw sugar they have been buying for refining to come
to the United States to be retined as hererofore, This is certuinly cminently
fuoir when it is considered that they will henetit more by an increase of the
Cuban preferentinl on raw sugar to 40 percent than they would through a
cont:inuation of thefr refining operntions on their present seile, without change
in the Cuban preterential.

As to refined sugir within such guota, there shoul@ he also tariff protection
so that the American reflners will be in an equitable competitive position, As
such tariff proteetion ix not provided in this bill, it should be given at the
appropriute time by other menns,

Compared with other countries, the price of refined sugar to the American
public s tow. I doubt whether any focd-processing industry charges so little,
compared with the cost of its raw material, as do the sugar retiners, The
limitations propnsed by the refiners will not cause higher prices to the public,
What we seek is our old volume, not higher prices.

Interests hostile to the Americin refiners have made the statement, in public
print or at hearings, that the industry earns huge profits, The fact is other-
wise. The profits per dollar of investment arve smail, and since 1928 they have
declined each year through 1932, While figures are not available for 1933,
there is no question but that profits are less than for 1032, Since 1931 three
refineries hatve closed, and two companties have gone into receivership. For
the period from 1925 through 1931, the average annunl rate of return on the
capital investment actually devoted to refining wus found by public accountants
to be only 8.67 percent.

The limitation of importations of direct-consumption sugnr along the lines
proposed is vital to the continued existence of the United States cane sugar
refining industry. Unless they are destroyed, not only will American labor be
unemployed but the American people will be left dependent for their refined
sugar, a vital food, upon refineries in far-distant islunds or in forelgn lands,
bevond the protection of our forces, and out of reach of our laws.

Senator King. Mr. Roberson, representing the Philippine sugar

refiners and foreign refiners. Is Mr. Roberson present?
Mzr. RoBersoN. Yes,
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STATEMENT OF FRANK ROBERSON, REPRESENTING PHILIPPINE
SUGAR REFINERS AND FOREIGN REFINERS

Mr. RoBersoN. Mr. Chairman——

Senator Kine. Mr. Roberson, how much time do you want?

Mr. RosersoN. Mr. Chairman, I haven’t had any opportunity to
appear before the House committee at all, nor did I have the privi.
lege of appearing before Dr. Coulter’s committee, when this stabiliza-
tion agreement was being considered. This is the first time I have
ever had an opportunity to appear.

Senator Kine. So you think you ought to have additional time?

Mr. RonergoN. I should say 25 minutes at the outside, I think, and
that is less than my adversary just consumed, notwithstanding the
fact that he appeared before the House committee.

Senator Kine. Well, I think much of his time, however, was con-
sumed by answering questions propounded by Senators. Proceed,
though, as rapidly as you can.

Mr, RoBerson. Very well.,

Senator Hasrixas. That is likely to lm}t)lpen here, too.

. Senator King. Of course, any statement that you have prepared——

Mr. Rosersox. I have no statement, because I have had a little
legislative experience of my own, Senator, and I think it best to
leave some things unsaid than to put a lot of things in a statement,

Mr. Chairman, I represent the Insular Sugar Refining Corpora-
tion, which built a refinery in the Philippine Islands in 1929, which
has a capacity of about 60,000 short tons.

Senator Kivo. Is that the only refinery in the Philippines?

Mr. RosersoN. There are two other refineries in the Philippines,

Senator Kixa. Do you represent them?

Mr. Roserson. Well, the other two refineries are comparatively
small, as related to ours, and one of the other two we are now
operating, beginning last fall, under lease. It had been closed for
a year or two, due to various difficulties. For the purposes of the
record I might say that the refining capacity of these three refiners
in the Philippines is 103,000 short tons. Our refinery and the other
operating refinery—I mean the other refinery which operated durin
the year 1933—sent into the United States about 60,000 short tons o
refined sugar, I also represent Refined Syrups, Inc., which is a cor-
poration that has a sirup plant in Brooklyn.

Senator McAnvo. Before you pass the Philippines——

Mr. Rosrrsox. I am coming back to that, Senator.

Senator McApoo, All right. I want to ask a question, when you
get through. '

Senator Kixa. Proceed.

Mr. RonersoN. It has been done, I think, in the Senate, on fre-
quent occasions, but it is rarely complied with—if I may be allowed
to get my general outline in first, then I will be very glad to yield
to any question, and will really welcome questions. I have found
that that is rather diflicult to get, however nmuch you might desire it.

Senator McApoo. It is difficult to restrain us. I will give you
notice in advance.

Mr. RoeersoN, Well, may I say to the Senator from California,
that I hope that I may have the sympathetic cooperation from him,

‘

.
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because his first law partner was from my little village in a South-
ern State, and I think that gives me some right to ask for sympathetic
consideration from him.

Senator McAnoo. I will give you sympathetic, sentimental con-
sideration, but where the public interest is concerned I cannot allow
anything to stand in the way.

enator Hastings. Or the State of California.

Mr. RosersoN, Why certainly ; I understand that. I further repre-
sent the Suchar Process Corporation, which process uses a vegetable
carbon in the refining of sugar, and which is the cause of a good deal
of the trouble in sugar matters in Washington, for the last 2 years.
This process has been installed in refineries in South Africa, Eng-
land, Mexico, Brazil, Argentine, Puerto Rico, Haiti, Hawaii, Santo
Domingo, the Philippines, Cuba, and Louisiana; so it is not an ex-
periment, Mr. Chairman.

I proposed to devote myself, within a few minutes, largely to a
discussion of the amendment offered by Senator Walsh. I think
that when the proposition comes up to make sugl?r a basic commodity,
to umend the agricultural act to make sugar a basic commodity, that
it is somewhat novel to have sugar broken down and subdivided into
raw sugar and refined sugar. I don’t find in the agricultural act
that you broke wheat down into wheat flour. I don’t find that you
broke hogs down into shoulders and hams and sausage and bacon,
so I think at least it is something new, so far as the philosophy
of this act is concerned. Something was said by Mr. Bunker in his
statement before the House, It has been said many times in recent
publications of national magazines by the refiners, about the dupli-
cation of mainland facilities. Now, Mr. Chairman, I haven’t any
complaint with that, provided it is put in its proper background,
and that is that the mainland facility is equally as efficient as to the
other facility, I don’t believe that it could be well said that the
cotton mills should not be moved to the Carolinas and Georgia,
%ecaiasedit would be duplicating the cotton-mill facilities of New

ngland.

I now propose, Mr. Chairman, to take up the question which I
think is vital to this situation, and that is a comparison, and I am
going to do it very hurriedly, of the advantages of what is called the
“bone char ” method of making sugar in the United States by the
cane refiners, and the vegctable carbon; bone char, of course, 1s de-
rived, or the carbon is made from animal bone. The vegetable carbon
is made from a by-product of wood pulp. Now, Mr. Bunker said at
the House committee that the facts had been misrepresented in some
quarters, to quote his exact language, as to the advantages of vege-
table carbon, in the making of sugar, over that of bone char. Now,
l\lllr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to offer to the committee two
charts.

Senator Kina. Are you offering these? I confess I am not quite
clear as to the purpose of it. Is it merely for the purpose of showing
that you are more efficient in the refining of sugar in the Philippines,
than the refiners in Cuba and in the United States?

" Mr. RoeersoN. Exactly. That is correct. ,

Senator King. Well, that is controverted, is it?
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Mr. RopersoN. Yes, sir; and I propose to prove it. I propose to
substantiate my position by refiners’ witnesses before the Tarif
Commission.

Senator KiNe. Assuming that you are more efficient, what velation
would that have to the measure before us, or what application would
it have to it?

Mr. Ronerson. Well, it ought to have some bearing,

Senator Kine, You see, this is not a tariff bill.

Mr. RoeersoN. But you %ropose to say to Cuba and these other
countries, that you cannot bring in any more of this white sugar,
which can be made cheaper there than can be made here, and deprive
the American consumer of the benefit of an efficient method of proc.
essing sugar. I had no iden of saying anything about the bill, as
originally drafted, but it is the amendment offered by the Senator
from Massachusetts that I propose to discuss.

Senator Groree. Suppose they put in exactly the same machinery
in the United States; they could still manufacture that cheaper in
Cuba, couldn’t they? You could still refine it cheaper in Cuba,
couldn’t you, if you duplicated the machinery absolute y?

Senator WarsH. On account of the low labor cost?

Senator GEorGE. On account of the labor cost, and longer hours?

Mr, RopersoN. Mr. Chairman, there never was a bigger misunder-
standing on the part of the average layman than the relation of labor
cost to refining sugar. You would be surprised, I am sure. and I
intended to——

Senator Georce. Well, your argument would come on, then, to
this—von don’t need any tariff at all?

Mr. RorersoN. It is all right with me. I am a sort of a free.
trading Democrat, Senator. I recognize Yyou have got to have a
little revenue, of course, but may I say, a little bit out of line of the
way I intended to take this up, that the Tariff Commission on June
11, 1982, in its report, a memorandum decision which it published
on the question of sugar, stated:

The refining process i« such that relutively little Iabor ix required, The
total number of wage earners in all of the domestic cane-sugar refineries in
1929, when the production was about 5,100,000 tons, was less than 14,000,

Senator WarLsH. How many are emplcgred in the Philippines now?

Mr(.l RoeersoN. Well, I could not say, Senator. I will put it in the
record,

Senator Warsn, A few hundred?

Mr, RopersoN. Yes. We have the largest refinery, and when you
haye 700 or 800 men, it is a very large re nery,

Senator WaLsn. How many men have you in your refinery

Mr. Roperson. In the Philippine Islands, 40.

Senator Wavsir, Forty?

Mr. RoBersoN. The Tariff Commission said:

Even 1If all the refined sugar now imported from Cuba, which has not ex-
ceeded 852,000 tons in any year, were refined in the United States, the addi-
tional demand for labor would be relatively small, since refineries now operat-
ing have more than sufficlent capacity to refine the entire consumption require-
ments of the country, .
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So, the labor question, on the refining of sugar is inconsequential,
because it is a mechanical process.

Myr. Chairman, I would like to put into the record this memoran-
dum decision of the Tariff Commission on July 11.

The CratrmaN. Very well, put it in the record.

(The memorandum i1s as follows:)

Exuamr C

The Tariff Commission memorandum of July 11, 1932

The Tarif Commission announces that the preliminary tabulation of the
cost duta obtained from domestic and Cuban sugar refineries shows thnt the
difference between domestic and foreign costs of refining is not such as to
justity the Commission In speeifying either an increase or a deerense in the
rate of duty on refihed sugar, at lenst until after the Commission has finished
the complete sugay investigation. which includes beet sugar, sugaveane, snd
ruw sugne costy. The domestic costs of refining, because of the loss of raw
sugte in the process, nre much aftected by the duty on raw sugar, and if the
investigution should Jater result in either an increase or decrease of the duty
on raw sugar it would be necessary again to adjust the duty on refined sugar
gecordingly,  For this reason an immediate change in the duty on refined sugar
would not be justified unless the difference in costs were found to be substan-
tinlly greater or less thun the present duty, which is not the case.

There §s not now anything to indicate that there will be any Importuant
change in the position of the domestic or the Cuban sugar refining Industry
(such as expansion of refining in Cuba) during the few months which will
elapse before the finul report on the entire sugar investigation is completed.
Relined sugar imported from Cuba is now about O percent of the totul con-
staa - tion of ull retined sugar und about 7 percent of the consumption of refined
cine sugar in continental United States,

Any chunge in the rate ot duty which might result from the present refined-
sugar investigation would not be suflicient either to increase or to decreuse
matterindly the imports of refined sugar from Cuba, or the amount of labor
cmpwoyed in the domestic refineries. The reflning process is such that relatively
little labor ix required. The total number of wage eurners in all of the
domestic  eane-stigar refineries in_ 1929, when the prodnction was about
#.100,000 tons, was less than 14,000. “Even if all the refined sugar now imported
from Cuba, which has not exci@led 352,000 tons in any yeur, were retined in the
United States, the additional demand for labor would be relatively small, since
reflieries now operating huve more than suflicient capacity to retine the entire
consumption requirements of the country.

The investigation has shown that practically all of the refined sugar produced
in Cuba for shipment to the United States is refined by the sume methotls and
processes as are used in domestic refineries, The few Cuban plants which ave
experimenting with or actually using other methods have as yet not operated
during a complete year, possess small eapacities, and produce chiefly for the
Cuban muarket. There is no evidence that this sttuntion is likely to change
radically, at least in the immediate future,

Most of the sugar constmed in the United States Is refined in this country,
Out of a total consumption of vefined sugar in the United States in 1981,
amounting to about 6,130,000 short tons, approximately 1,260,000 short tonx
were domestic beet sugar, and the vemainder, amounting to about 483000
tons, was refiied cane sugar from varieus sourcex. Of (his amount about
4,400,000 tous were refined in continental United States by domestie pefiners,
frem both domwestic and foreign raw sugarv. Thoe rempining nmeant of refined
sueel consuhed. amounting o less than #0000 tons, came from the following
free and dutiable sources in the refined torm : Puerto Rico, 85.000 tons; Hawait,
10,000 tons ; Philippines, 830,000 tons: (fuba, 852000 tons; (dutiable at preferen-
tit’ rate) aud countries paying tull duty on the refined product. 921 tons,

The commission to date has securved the costs of prodaction for all the do-
mestic and Cuban refineries, and has practically completed fts work with respect
to furm and factory costs of produeing heet sugny, Field work will be under-
taken at an early date on the furm and factory costs of producing raw cane
sugar in Louisiana, Hawati, and Cubn.  Although sugar praduced in Puerto Rico
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and the Philippines does not enter into the cost comparison for purposes of
section 336, supplementary data regarding the production of sugar in these
Islands will be obtained because of its important relation to the industry in
continental United States,

Senator Warsu. That is not the question I was asking, Mr.
Roberson at all. T asked you, if you had exactly the same machinery
here that you had in €uba, refining machinery, if there wouldn’t be
a difference in the cost of refining sugar in Cuba and in the United
States, under the present conditions?

Mr. RoBErsoN. You mean under our two processes?

Senator WarsH, Yes,

Mr. RopersoN. You mean, between our two plants, using the same
process?

Senator WaLsu, Yes, sir,

Mr. RoBersoN. Yes, sir; there would be some difference because
you lose some of the advantages of having your refinery in Cuba
tied in as a part of your raw sugar mill. If you can imagine a cot-
ton mill tieci into a cotton gin, you get just exactly the picture of
such a process of refining sugar in the tropics. The cane, during the
grinding season, goes in at one end of the plant, and within a certain
number of hours, comes out as a bag of sugar, at the other end.

The Crairman., Well, Mr, Roberson, all the plants in Cuba do not
use that one process, do they?

Myr. Ropersox. That is quite true, Senator.

The Cuairman., There are just some of the plants in Cuba that
have the morc modern lprocess of refining, going right on through
into the production of the sugar?

Mr. RosersoN. This is the most modern plant, according to the
magazine Fortune, that has been constructed in a great many ycars,
which was built in 1930 by ex-President Calles, I believe is his name,
of Mexico. It has this process and it is supposed to be one of the
finest sugar refineries in the world. _

The Cuamyax. How many of those sugar-refining plants are
there in Cuba?

Mr. RosersoN. One, using our process. There are several other
plants, using other vegetuble-carbon processes.

Senator WavLsit, Yours is the modern one?

Mr. RopersoN. Well, it is. the leading exponent, I should say,
Senator, That is probably not immodest, under the circumstances,
to say that.

Senator Hastinas. May I inquire whether this process which you
speak of can only be employed in places where they gather the cane?

Mvr. RorersoN. Oh, no.

Senator Hastings., Could it be done in America ?

Mr. RopersoN. Yes, sir.,

Senator Hasrinas. Could it be done in New York?

Mr. RoBeRrsoN. Yes, sir; yes, sir.

Senator McApoo. What difference in the cost of refined sugar
wollzl(% the substitution of that process in the New York refineries
make? -

Mr. Rosersox. Well, that is a question that I intended to refer
to, and I might as well just answer it here. We claim that if it were
not for the—and that is where we think the interests of the imported
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white sugars coincide with that of the consumer—that the exports
of this granulated sugar in the United States serve as a stabilizer of

rice. If the American refiners had a monopoly of the white sugar
in this conntry, I do not know where the price would be.

Senator McApoo. That is not the question I asked.

Mr. RosersoN. Well, the present price of sugar, of course, whem
you go into a grocery store, one sugar is just like another, and sells.
at the same price. L.

Senator McApoo. I am not talking about the price at which it
sells, I am talking about the cost of production. What difference in
the cost of production would the substitution of your process have,
in an American sugur refinery? What do you claim per pound?

Mr. Roberson. Well, that 1s getting somewhat into a trade secret
because, on both exhibits that has been regarded by the Tariff Com-
mission, Senator, as confidential information. They have that infor-
mation.

Senator McApoo. Well, just an estimate.

Mr. Rorerson. Well, I can say, I will go this far, that the differ-
ences in the cost of production in one of those refineries in Cuba, and
in thza1 United States is, well, from a fourth to a third of a cent a

ound.
dP Senator McApoo. Well, I am speaking of the substitution now, iz
an American plant of your process.

Mr. RosersoN. Well, you understand, of course, that would be an
estimate, I am speaking now, of actual experience.”

. S(;nator McApoo. I want the estimate. 'That is what I am ask-
ing for,

r. RosersoN. Well, I will furnish it for the record. I will be
frank and say I cannot answer that question, but I will answer it,
and put it in the record.

Senator McApoo. Well, is there anyone here who can answer it?

Mr. RosersoN. Mr. Nau%le.

Mr. Navcre. It would depend on the location of the plant. I
would say between 20 and 30 cents a hundred.

Senator McApoo. Suppose it was on the water front in New York?

Mr. NaveLe, Under the best conditions?

Senator McAbpoo. Yes.

Mr. NavoLe. About 80 cents.

Senator McApoo, About 80 cents?

Mr. NavoLe. Thirty cents a hundred; yes.

Senator McApoo. at would cause that difference?

Mr. Navere. Lower initial investment, lower water cost, less labor..

Senator Hastings. I would like to know what all that has got to.
do with this committee. I cannot see what that has to do with this.
amendment myself,

Mr. RosersoN. Well, it has this, Senator—the amendment here pro--
poses to say that you cannot bring in this product which we make,.
and we think it is of interest to the consumer,

Senator Warsn. The bill itself says you cannot import an indefi-
nite amount of raw sugar. If there isn’t some such amendment of-
fered, we are in the position, are we not, of permitting nothing but.
refined sugar, or all refined sugar to come in, at this quota?

Mr. RoBrrson. I think that would be carrying out an extreme.

»
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Senator Warsu, How are you going to meet it otherwise ?

Mr. Rosersox, I mean, technically that is true, but as a practieal
proposition—-—

Senator WarsH, As it stands now, nothing but refined sugar could
come in, or it all can be refined sugar?

Mr. Roserson. Yes, sir.

Senator Warsit, And thus destroy this industry?

S I\'Il;. Rosersox. Yes; but, of course, Congress meets evéry year,
a3 L ator,

ssenator WaLsi, We shonld wait until destruction takes place?

The Ciamyan. If there were a limitation placed, Mr. Roberson,
on refined sugar coming to the United States, what would be a fair
limitation, so that we would not do injury to American interests,
that are already built up, and so forth, with modern plants?

Mr. Roserson, Well, Senator, if you were engaged in the manu-
facture of cotton gins, and Congress told you you could not sell any
more cotton gins, and could not build any more plants, it would put
vou out of business as a manufacturer of cotton gins.

Senator Warsir, In some other country? In some other country?

Mr. RoBersoN, Yes.

Senator Warstr. Well, you failed to include that in your statement,
Congress is not attempting to stop all cotton gin mlls from being
established in America, or any sugar from being produced in
America. It is only putting a limitation on what should come in
from other countries.

Mr. RoBersoN. I understand.

Senator WarLsH, Don’t you think we have a right to do that?

Mr. Roprrsox. But you want to make the consumer get the sugar
that is produced at a higher cost, irrespective of the labor, due to
the fact that the process is out of date and obsolete, and not that it
doesn’t make just as good sugar as anybody’s.

Senator VaNpENBERG. Does sugar sell cheaper anywhere in the
world than it does in the United States, to the consumer?

Mr. RonersoN. Not so far as I know.

Senator McApoo. What percentage of the allowable quota for
('nnba, of refined sugar, do you think would be reasonable?

Mr. RosersoN. Well, Senator, we have taken the position before
the Tariff Commission—there is a case pending before the Tariff
Commission at the moment on application of the refiners to increase
the tariff on white sugar. This argument has been made there.

Senator McApoo. That is not the question.

Mr. RosersoN. We think it is fundamentally uusound to limit
it at all, to tell the Cuban or the Puerto Rican or the Hawaiiun or the
Filipino that he cannot refine his sugar, whatever the quota would
give him, and bring it in, as an abstract proposition.

Senator McApoo, Yes: but that is not the question. We ave
endeavoring, in this bill, to establish a quota for the general beuefit |
of the sugar industry, :

Mr. RosersoN. Well, does that include the beet industry ¢

Senator McApoo. Not only the producer of the raw sugar, but
also the refiner.

Mr. RoBersoN. And the beet grower?

Senator McApoo. Certainly. It covers everybody.
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Mr. Roseeson. All right, sir.

Senator McApoo. Now, here you have got these suggested quotas.
Cuba has a quota suggested for sugar. Now, what percentage of
that, in your judgment, would be fair to be required in raw sugar,
and what percentage in refined sugar, from Cuba ¢

Mr. Rorerson. If you do that, it doesn’t benefit anybody but the
American cane refiner, of which two companies own 49 percent of
the vefining capacity.

Senator McApoo, That is not my question. I am asking what
would be a fair division of the quota?

Mr. Roserson. I do not think it would be fair.

Senator McApvo. What would be fair between the raw and
refined sugar?

Mr. Roner-oNn. I don’t think it would be fair, any division.

Senator McApoo. You don’t think any division would be fair?

Mr. Roserson, Sugar is sugar, and always has been, up to this
time. Now, the beet farmer——

Senator McApoo, When you are considering this industry, you
have got to consider the two phases of it.

Mr. RoprrsoN. I understand, .

Senator McApoo, The raw sugar as well as the refined sugar.

Mr. Rosensox. I understand, Senator, but it is apparently in
your mind————

Senator McApoo. Now, what you are asking for is the right, as
I understand it, to have the Cuban quota supplied with refined sugar
wholly, if you want to.

"Mr. RosersoN. Theoretically, that would be true. Practically, of
course, not.

Senator McApou. Now, this bill, in the interests of the economic
situation o the sugar industry, and of al! theue industries, foreign as
well as domestic, and in the continental United States, is to establish
certain quotas for the benefit of the industry.

Mpr. RoBersoN. Yes, sir. 4

Senator McAnoo. Now, vou have got to consider the refined as
well as the raw sugar produced. If you are allowed to bring in all
refined sugar from Cuba, supposing it were possible, it would have
a very serious effect upon the refining industry in the United States.
Now, you have got to submit to a quota, if the bill passes. What per-
centage of it should be in refined and what percentage in raw
sugar? I mean, what would be fair?

v. RoeersoN. Well, I don’t know how to answer your question.
When I think a thing is abstractly and fundamentally unfair, to say
what proportion of that would be fair, I think it is an impossible
answer. You assume, Senator—and I, of course, don’t intend to get
into an argument—you assume, when you say we must accept a quota
for the benefit of the industry, I propose to show, if I may, that
whether every ton of sugar that comes in from Cuba is refined does
not make any difference to the beet grower. He is not primarily
concerned in whether it comes in refined or raw. He is concerned
in how much sugar comes in from Cuba.

Senator McApoo. I am not talking about the beet grower alone.

Mr. RopersoN. That is the largest part of the continental industry
in the United States. -
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Senator McApoo, I am talking about the entire industry, the
manufacturing end as well as the producer of the raw sugar, and we
have got to consider the whole problem from that standpoint.

Mr. RoBersoN. Answering your question as genuinely as I know
how, I think that is a question that ought to be taken care of by the
tariff, and after a hearing, where you have had a chance to present
both sides. and not in this sort of a more or less ex parte presenta.
tion of the witnesses. .

Senator McApoo. Well, if you come down to that, this whole thing
might be considered as a tariff. It has that incidental effect, but we
are not dealing with that. We are dealing here with a very realistic
and practical question of establishing these quotas. Now, it seems
to me, if you consider the ?uota question at all, it is reasonable to
consider what percentage of refined and of raw should be supplied
from the country which participates in the quota.

Mr. RoBersoN, I don’t think 1t ought to be divided as between re-
fined and raw at all. The quota ought to be established on raw
sugar.

he CHAIRMAN. Is it your idea that the differential protects the
refinery in this country ¢ b

Mr, RoBersoN. Yes, sir. There is a tariff application that has been
beford the Tariff Commission, has been tried and argued, and I
suppose a decision will be rendered, in time, covering the tariff
differential. .

The CrarrmMaAN. You mean as to the differential?

. Mr. RopeRsoN. As to the differential; yes. _

Senator WarsH. A long time making that decision, argued a year
ago. , .
ng. Roeerson. Well, Senator, may I just say that up until that
time the Tariff Commission did not think that the relation was justi-
ged. What decision they will make in their final report I do not

now, - -

Senator WaLsH. As a matter of fact, you represent the Filipino
sugar- ~fining industry, don’t you? '

r. 10BERSON. Correct. )
. Senator WarLsa. Now 15 percent quota will not affect the business
of refining sugar at the present time; it will prevent an expansion of
the refining business; isn’t that truef? '

Mr. Roeerson. If you are going to put on a quota——

Senator Warsa, Isn’t that true? 2 -

Mr. Roeerson. If you are going to put on a quota, I will take 15
percent from the Philippine Islands.

Senator WarsH, Yes.

Mr. RosersoN. But you haven’t given me that. You have taken
it at the figure that is the smallest, whatever is most beneficial to
the American refiner is what has been taken. You take 15 percent
on Cuba, and take the present production of the Philippines——

Senator Warsa. How many tons of refined sugar would you lose,
based upon the importation of last year, by this amendment? Don't
you know that?

Mr. RosersoN. Probably 20,000 tons. I wanted, Mr. Chairman,
to call attention and correct what I had started out to show was not

a misrepresentation of fact as to the advantages of the two processes,

AN
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and calling attention to the statement of the counsel for the refiners,
before the Tariff Commission, on April 12, 1982, where counsel said
to the Tariff Commission:

I believe this investigation and its result should be governed by other factors
thun those dirvectly related to difference of cost of production. Therefore, lest
the trend of this investigation be too closely along the lines of comparisons
of vosts of the principal refining units in Cuba with the refineries of the United
States, we will expect to show to the Commission that the competition which
is destroying the Americun industry is the competition of the newer units of
the refluing operstion in Cuba rather than the older,

Tliey put on an expert witness, the refiners did, in that case, and
proved, according to that witness, that the American refiner could
not compete with the vegetable processes in these other countries, be-
cause of the various economies in operation, due to the character
of the processes. Now, they have begun to change their mind about
that, since that time, because they have found that the question of
the efficiency of the o;lJ(eration has something to do with quotas and
tariffs, and I would like to say this to the Senator from California,
that as far as the Philippine sugar comes in it is a direct benefit
to the city of Los Angeles. Philippine refined sugar comes into
the city of Los Angeles and other places along the Pacific coast
divectly from the Philippines, coming into the beautiful port that
you have constructed there, Before we went there and brought the
sugar in from the Philippines, the s%gar that went to Los Angeles
was made in refineries up in San Francisco territories, plus the
freight rate down to Los Angeles. When we began to bring our
sugar in, then they cut the price, to muet our price; so I say that we
serve a good purpose up there.

Senator McApoo. You think that is the reason we have such good
climate and such good health, then, in southern California$

Mr. RoBersoN. Well, that helps. Mr. Chairman, I would like at
this point, for the purposes of the record, to have handed to the Sen-
ators an exhibit, a copy of an exhibit which the beet refiners put in
before the Tarift Commission, so as to show that the importations of
refined sugar—this is their own exhibit—which will show thai no
refined sugar, in 1932, not a single ton, went into a beet State, which
was represented by Mr. Kearney, who testified here yesterday, but
to prove the point——

g g;ator 0Apoo. California is the second beet State in the United

ta' L]

Mr. RosersoN. Well, it will show there that not a single ton of
Cuban sugar went into southern California in 1982,

Senator MoApoo. Speaking of Philippine sug:lr?

Mr. RosersoN. No; I was speaking about Cuban importations.
The eastern refiners are not concerned with Philippine sugar.

The Caamman. This shows the amount of Cuban sugar that goes
into each State?

Mr. RoeersoN. Yes,

The Cmamrman. None of the Cuban sugar has as yet gone to
California

Mr. RoersoN. No, None gets into the beet territory. The slight
amount that gets into Michigan is only 24,000 tons, and the State
of Michigan, of course, does not produce enough beet sugar to supply

428318412
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the residents of the State of Michigan, which is a very populous
State. ~

Senator CosricaN. When did you start selling Cuban refined in
the State of Colorado, if you recall?

Mr. RosersoN. I think Mr. Hershey probably could answer that
question. I don’t know that they ever sold there, Senator.

The Caamman. All right. Go ahead, Mr. Roberson. '

Mr. RosersonN. Our position, Mr. Chairman, is that the subdivi.
sion of the sugar into raws and refineds would hurt the consumer, be-
cause it would remove the stabilizing and would freeze the stabiliz-
ing effect of the imports of white sugar, and it would help only the
cane refiners of the United States and no one else.

Mr. Chairman, I have here a partial answer to the question which
you asked Mr. Bunker, which I put in before the Tariff Commission;
the earnings of the American Sugar Refining Co., the National
Sugar Refining Co,, the Savannah Sugar Refining Co., and the Cali-
fornia & Hawaiian Sugar Refining Co., for the years from 1927
tgrgugh 1932, T do not think the published figures are available for
1933,

The CHarMaN. Does that show they made a profit?

Mr. RoBersoN. Yes. sir. 1982—we will take 1982, which is ap-

arently the worst year, the American Sugar Refining Co. made
£2.62, earned $2.62; the National made $2.35 per share; the Savan-
nah made—and the Senator from Georgia is to be congratulated—
$6.91 a share. The Senator from California is to be even more
congratulated. The California & Hawaiian Co. made $11.41 per
share. In addition to that, the Ainerican Refining Co. retired, called
before maturity, in 1933, $4,000,000 of bonds due in 1987, On Janu-
ary 1, 1934, they called at above par, a million and a half dollars
worth of bonds; and these companies, who are the only ones I could
get statistics on, are the “ biue bloods ” of the American industry,
so far as we know, have been able to get on very well during the
depression.
he CrAmrmaN. Well, put that in the record.
(The statement referred to is as follows:)

American Sugar | . 8
avannah Sugar
enasge':llgegtshla?é National Sugar | Refining Cogp. California & Ha
common  after Refinoing Corp. earned per share waiian Sugar
rovision for of New York common  after Ref. Corp, earned
nt &op ete carned per shave prov. in.. depr. | per share cap.
and pmﬂs.o,; after prov. int. and provision | stock after prov,
T M . |~ depreciation for preferred div-] int. dep., ete.
g): p”. divi {dends
dend :
450,000 shares com- | 600,000 shares no |28,272sharesnopar| 100,000 shares
mon outstanding par ontstanding outstanding
$1.71 $0. 48 87,70 e ceeenenss
.60 5,02 11,92 $10.78
7.7 4,02 11.40 11.42
5. 88 4,01 812 11,67
2,23 3.52 R 20 11,93
2.62 2,35 6.901 . 11.41
Annual report Annunl report Annuat report Stan, statisties

t In 1933 American Sugar Refining Co. redoeﬁned $4,000,000 of bonds due in 1937, .
Nore ~In 1934 American Sugar Refining Co. redeemed $1,500,000 of bonds due in 1937,

.
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Mr. RosersoN. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, that I have lingered
along, but T am not quite as able to get back, after interruptions, as
vou would be. Something was said about lower transportation costs
from Cuba, because yesterday, or before the House committee, and
I wasn’t quite sure whether Mr. Bunker repeated it here, due to
cheaper transportation into inland waterway ports. Well, T don’t
think that is a criticism. If the Government is going to build a
waterway, spending hundreds of millions of dollars to build a
waterway, so that the American consumer will have a cheaper freight
rate, I cfo not think you want to turn aronnd, after spending that
money, and take the benefit away from the American consumer by
raising the tariff on the stuff that comes by the waterway. Now,
may I call the attention of the committee particularly to this. The
limitation imposed, called for in Senator Walsh’s amendment, refers
to direct-consumption sugar, Well, direct-consumption sugar 1s a
different thing entirely from refined sugar. Direct-consumption
sugar is used by tobacco people and ice-cream people and packers
and eandy manufacturers, and things of that sort, so when yvou put
thix limitation, as it stands in the bill, on direct-consumption sugar,
vou are talking about some other things in addition to refined sugar.
The Senator from Georgia has one of the very largest consumers
of refined sugar in the United States in his State. (oca-Cola Co.,
I have understood, purchase about 100,000 tons a vear or more of
refined sugar. We think that an amendment of this xort certainly
is not helpful to them, because it liits the market as to whether they
can buy their sugar, and that could be illustrated in many different
ways,

Scenator McApoo. Will you give us the definition of “ direet-con-
sumption sugar ”?  We all know what “ refined ” is,

Mr. Rorerson. Well, “ direct-consumption sugar” is sugar that
goes into the consumption of food and food products, whether it
may be in a sirup form or— .

Senator McApoo. Unrefined ?

Mr. RosersoN. Well, it is what you would call ¢ unrefined.” 1t is
something between raws and refined sugar. That may be a very
laymanistic way of expressing it, but anyway it is raw sugar that
had some—

Senator McApoo. Processing ?

Mr., Roserson (continuing). Some sort of processing, very fine.
Of course, there are differences in the way raw factories work; some
get up to 98 percent or more, and they wash some of it, that never
las any refining at all, and that gets into industry, and in this quota
here. which is suggested by the Senator’s amendment. That in-
cludes direct-consumption sugar, which would further cut down the
quotas of the refined sugar, and I do not think that ought to be.

Senator McApoo. What percentage of direct-consumption sugar
would you say is imported into the United Stales? I mean what
percentage of the entire amount of sugar imported, refined and raw,
from Cuba, represents direct-consumption sugar?

Mr. RoBersoN. I suspect that one of these sugar men here should
answer that. Mr. Bunker? Mr. Fisher, could you tell him that?

Mr. Fisner. About 50,000 tons, Turbinados sugar, came in last
vear. I do not know what the raw sugar was.

.
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Mr. Roperson. That is more confusing, when you talk about
Turbinados. Direct-consumption sugar. )
s Seqa}tlor McAboo. That is all right. In California we speak

anish.

er. RonersoN. That is not the direct-consumption sugar. That
is not all direct-consumption sugar, Senator, is the point I want to
make, 1 will get that for the record, unless some of you fellows
could tell us.

Senator McAuvoo. Could you tell us, Mr. Bunker? :

Mr. Bunker. From the island of Cuba, I think about 30,000 tons
of raw sugar went into direct consumption—that is, curing tobaceo
and things of that kind. The direct-consumption sugars which I
think Mr. Robertson refers to includes Turbinados and refined
sugars, pulverized, and above 98 sugar degrees—between 98 and 100,

enator McApoo. How many tons do you say, of all of those va-

rieties, came in?

Mr. Bunker. About 50,000 tons of Turbinados sugar last year.

Mr. RoBersoN. Mr. Chairman, may I conclude by asking to put
in, as a part of the record, the statement which I have prepared,
taken verbatim from the refiners’ brief before the Tariff C'ommis-
sion? It can be reduced in size.
. The CuamrMaN. It may be put in the record.

(The brief referred to is as follows:)

WHAT THE DOMESTIC REFINERS THINK OF TROFICAL REFIN;ING

The following statements are taken from the brief recently submitted t« the
United States Tariff Commission by the domestic sugar refiners and should
carry more weight than anything we can say about the sugar process.

Some of the advantages of refining in the tropics:

1. Smaller capital expenditures by reason of—

(a) Less expensive land, and
(b) Less substantial buildings.
2, Lower operating costs by reason of—
(a) Lower wages,
{d) Less taxes, and
(o) Savings in raw sugar bags.

Additional advantages when the refinery is operated in conjunction with the
raw-sugar mill,

8. Further reduction in capital expense by reason of equipment made unnec-
essary by consolidation of operations.

4. Further reduction in operating costs by reason of—

(a) Absence of additional supervision, technical, admintstrative, and office
personnel other than that of the raw-sugar mill,

(b) Lesser number of workmen,

(e) Saving in fuel, and

(@) Other operating savings,

If refining is carried on in the dead season, the following additional advan-
tages appear:* J

5. Savings through utilization of plant and equipment which would otherwise
be idle during the dead season.

6, Utilization of personnel which is customarily paid but not fully occupied
during the dead season.

The following steps normally at the end of the raw-sugar manufacture are
entirely eliminated : The purchase, handling, storage, and marking of raw-sugar
bags: the filling of the bags with raw sugar; the sewing of the bags and the
warehousing of the raw sugar, The following steps normally at the beginning
of the refining operation are entirely eltminated: The unloading and warehous-
ing of the raw sugar; and, if the sugar arrives in bags, the opening and empty-
ing of bags and the brushing und washing of the bags for abstraction of sugar
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adhering thereto; the drying and possibly the repairing of the empty bags; the
handling of the raw sugar into the sugar breakers and its conveyance to bins and
thence to the mingler,
Suusr Procrss CORPORATION,
72 Wall Street, New York.

Mr. RosersoN. And also a statement which was made by one of
my witnesses in the House with reference to sirup, calling attention
to the fact that our sirup is not the same thing that they ave talking

about.
(The statement referred to is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF DoNALD K. LUKk, RBEPRESENTING REFINED SYRuUPS, INO, NEW
Yorg, N.Y,, ox H.R. 7907

The CHAIRMAN, We will be glad to heur you at thig time, Mr. Luke,

Mr. Luke, Mr. Chairman, yesterday when Mr. Camp was on the stand he
brought up the question of sugar sirup and discussed the processing tax, The
point that he raised was that under the bill there is no processing tux on sugar
sirup,

Now, the reason for that is that if you take the President’s message and the
bill itself, the processing tax is bused on the reduction in duty on sugur, which
;;‘ dutinble under paragraph 501, whereas sirups are covered under paragiaph

$)

Conrequently any reduction in sugar will be offset by the processing tax. For
that reason, if a processing tax was levied on sirup, with no reduction, corre-
sponding reduction in the duties on sirup, it would disturb the present relation-
ship between the two products, And it is for that reason that no processing tax
should be proposed on sirup. :

Now, further along in My, Camp’s statcment, he spoke of the types of sugar
situps. Granulated sugar contains sucrose only and a sirup made from granu-
Inted sugar or high-test ruw sugar is a sucrose sirup.

The strup which we manutacture is an invert sirup which is comprised of
suerose, doxtrose, and levaloxe; and in varying quantitics, depending on the
requiretnents of the consumer., Our sirup goes to ice-cream manufacturers,
sirup manufacturers such as fruit sirups, chocolate and maple sirup, and to the
manutacturers of jams, jellies, and variouns food products,

Owing to the inherent qualities of invert sirup, its cleanliness, and the ¢ccon-
omicx of hundling sirup in the fnetory, we helleve that food manufactarers using
our ~xirup have been able to improve the guality of thelr products and to
declieuste the cost of manufucture and as a result increuse the use of their
products.

The Cuaardtan, Mr. Luke, if you eare to you may file a statement for the
record eutlining your position and further suggoestions.

Mr, Lvke, I believe that is nbout atl I had intended to say.

The OnHAIRMAN, Very well.

My, FLANNAGAN. Whoe did you represent ?

Mr. Luke. Refined Sirups, Inc,

The CrAIRMAN. You may flle n statement with the reporter, if you have
semoething Turther for the record, -

The Curarman. Thank you very much,

STATEMENT OF A. L. LITEL, REPRESENTING THE MOUNTAIN
STATES BEET GROWERS OF COLORADO

Mr, Lrren, I represent the Mountain State Beet Growers of Colo-
rado which includes 13 sugar-beet factories in the northern part of
the State. I am, also, vice president of the National Beet Growers
Association, representing the beet growers of the western half of
the United States. My State, Colorado, has 17 beet-sugar factories
and produces more beet sugar than any State in the Union. I appear
to protest against certain provisions of the bill, H.R. 7907, as now
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presented. The part to which we object most strenuously is the re.
striction of acreage of the beet farmers of the United States, making
no provision for expansion. , . )

The whole system of our agriculture in our irrigated sections is
founded upon the production of the sugar beet. Through encourage.
ment from the Government, expensive irrigation projects were en.
gineered and constructed and in many cases, financed by Govern.
ment assistance, Our distance from markets of the world has made
it necessary that we produce some crop in concentrated form, on
which freight charges would not be prohibitive. The byproducts
of the sugar beet enter well into the feeding of cattle and sheep, and
we find it possible to ship the finished animals to foreign markets or
to be processed within our own packing plants to be shipped out
as the finished product.

The (ln'oduction of sugar beets, moreover, requires a large amount
of hand labor and the necessary people are gituated within our States
ready to take up the work in the season. Any curtailment of our
ucreage would throw a large number of unemployed upon the labor
markets of our State.

Wheat and feeds of all kinds, if produced upon the lands now in
heets, would cause a surplus which would be disastrous to the farm.
ers of our State; for the excess grains would have to he shipped in
bulk, and a major part of returns would be consumed in long freight
hauls. We cannot \pro«luce corn, wheat, and barley on our expen-
sively irrigated lands in competition with rain-belt farmers of Towa
and Nebraska and other corn-producing States.

Again, we question the right of foreign countries or our own
in-ular possessions, who pay much lower wages and do not assist in
maintaining our Government, having the first right to our markets.

In the President’s message to Congress he mentions the approxi-
mate value of heet and cane growers’ sugar crop at 60,000,000,
am sure this takes into consideration only the amount paid directly
to the farmers. It takes no account of the millions pai(i to railroads
for transportation of beets, sugar, coal, limerock, and other byprod-
ucts of the sugar beet; neither is the shipment of the limerock nor
labor hired in the processing of the sugar considered in these figures,
which I would say would be more than double the amount,  The
President quotes those who believe in the free importation of sugar
to the effect that the tariff of 2 cents per pound costs the consuming
public more than $200,000,000 for this protection. The facts seem
to modify this statement. I was here in 1980, -when the tariff was
increased 1.76 to 2 cents per pound against Cuba. At that hearing
we asked for a restriction on production in the Philippines to kee'p
that produetion in line with consumption in the United States,
argued that without such restriction, the increase of production in
the islands would nullify all benefits of increase from the tariff.
This has proved to be true, for sugar has sold since that time lower
than refined sugar had ever sold in the United States before. Surely
the consuming public has not been hurt by the prices paid for retined
sugar since that time, it being the cheapest food value of any food
con.nodity upon the market today.

I also wish to call attention that, the restriction was not placed
upon the Philippines and they have been allowed to almost double
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- their production and importations into the United States. Their
purclmses of commodities from the United States in the year 1929,
ust prior to the increase of tariff against Cuba, were'$85,000,000.
éince that time the volume of their exportation of sugar to our coun-
try has almost doubled; but their purchases of commodities from
the United States in 1932 were less than $45,000,0002 or about one
lalf of the former purchases. The quota allowed continental beets is
a reduction of about 17 percent under our production of 1933. I do
not find any of the other producing areas taking that mmuch of a
reduction. On the contrary, Cuba has a material increase. To me
this seems an iniiustice to our cane and beet growers, who are helping
to maintain and support our Government, 1 vecall that in the year
1917, when the Federal Food Administration knew that production of
sugar had fallen below consumption and the stocks of sugar in this
country were at low ebb, the Food Administrator appearied to the
patriotism of the beet-sugar Eroducer to forego large profits which
could have been secured by charging the high price the sugar mar-
kets warranted, The domestic beet-sugar producers met this appeal
to patriotic spirit and agreed not to charge to exceed 714 cents a
pound, seaboard basis. Not only this voluntary action of beet-sugar
rroducers meant a saving to the public of millions of dollars, but
it had effect of stabilizing the cane market, which became active in
the latter part of the year, when their sugar became available. And
now again, the beet-sugar farmer is asked to restrict his acreage so
that people from foreign countries and insular possessions may have
the right to the major portion of our sugar market. I ask you, do
vou call this justice to American agriculture?

Never before have I heard of any country asking its farmers to
curtail production of nonexportable, nonsurplus crops that foreign
countries might enjoy the benefits of its market, and. it seems to me,
it would be a black day upon American history if this were put
into effect. '

In addition, any reduction in the number of factories or a lack
of demand for factory and fields labor would force hundreds of
our workmen to leave the towns where they have established their
homes and are raising their families. This shift in population would
necessarily be reflected in the business life of the community. and I
have no doubt that it wonld be followed by the closing of any num-
ber of commercial enterprises.

In any discussion dealing with the price of sugar, it should be
remembered that problem is larger than merely the cost to the
housewife, In 1932, for instance, when the average price of raw
sugar in New York was less than a cent a pound, Cuba purchased
not more than $28.000,000 of our goods. In 1927, on the other
hand, when the raw price was 2969 cents, her purchases were
$151,126,000.

I believe that any working man could afford to pay this difference
for the benefits he would receive from the goods manufactured and
exported. Finally, I wish to point out, that for the year 1982, that
about 29 percent of all duties collected were on sugar imports, which
assisted very materially in maintaining the expense of our
Government.
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STATEMENT OF J. W. GILLMAN, REPRESENTING THE BEET
GROWERS OF UTAH

Mr. Gmiman. President Roosevelt proposed, and the Congress
enacted, the emergency bill—the Agricultural Adi'ustment Act—
expressfy to reestablish prices to farmers at a level that will give
agricultural commodities a purchasing power, with respect to the
articles that farmors buy, equivalent to the purchasing power of
agricultural commodities in the base period. Every nation in the
world recognizes that its own farmers have first claim to the home
market. In the United States that point has becn embodied in all
tariff acts, the rights of labor have been protected through our
immigration laws. Now, for the first time, it proposes to revise
these policies. The American farmer is to be penalized so that more
sugar can be brought into continental United States from foreign
countries. If sugar from tropical areas is to be freely admitted to
the United States, to the detriment of the American farmer, then
we might just as well let down our immigration restrictions and
vermit the people who produce this overseas sugar to enter the

nited States.

Sugar beets compete with none of the continental crops. In Utah
we have from ten to twelve thousand farmers growing sugar beets,
for this fits into their crop rotation plan and tends to maintain the
fertility of the soil. It is a cash crop and has given the farmers of
Utah more money than any other crop grown on the farms over a
»eriod of 80 years. It furnishes more employment than any other
industry in the State. All the coal and lime used in processing the
beets is produced in our State; $40 per acre is paid for freight,
which helps the railroads, as well as furnishing employment for
many of our idle men. The majority of the moncy received by our
farmers for beets goes to pay debts, such as interest on mortgages,
water assessments, and taxes which go to maintain our schools, roads,
and so forth. Had it not been for the sugar-beet crop in Utah in
1932 and 1938, so far as the farmer is concerned, there would not
have been 50 percent of the taxes paid in the State. We are under
irvigation entwely, with high taxes, and use white American labor
almost exclusively; therefore, it is out of the question for us to
produce sugar and compete with foreiin labor, and it is unfair to
ask us to do so. The President’s N.R.A. program contemplates the
increased employment of American labor.

We have ample sugar factories all built to process all the beets
we can produce, millions of dollars invested, and the same can be
used for no other purpose. The farmers have their money invested
in their machinery and equipment for the handiing of bects which
ordinarily cannot be used for any other purpose. The irrigation
canals and laterals have been constructed to these farms at a cost of
millions of dollars and under the Government proposal for sugar
beets part of the same would have to be abandoned. The sugar-
beet industry was commenced in Utah in 1891 and has now reached
proportions where it affects beneficially every individual in the
State, 75,000 acres being produced in 1933, harvesting from these
acres nearly 1,000,000 tons, and the farmers received for the initial
payment nearly $5,000,000.
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STATEMENT OF C. C. CAPDEVIELLE, OF NEW YORK CITY

Mr. Carpevienie. The total sugar contents of molasses, if con-
sidered as “sugar ”, is incorrect. Molasses is made up of 50 percent
to 70 percent blackstrap or nonextractable sucrose and glucose and
also extractable sucrose (sugar).

I have the honor to request that the above paragraph C, section 2,
be made to read as follows:

(C) The term *sugar” means sugar in any form whatsoever, derived from
sugar beets or sugarcane, including also molasses, raw sugar, direct-consumy-
tion sugar, and uny mixture conthining sugar (except blackstrap molasses, beet
molusses, and sirups), and for the purposes of section 8n (1) of this act,
sirups. Such molasses, raw sugar, dirvect-consumption sugar, sugur mixtures,
and sirups, included within the word “sugar”, as herein defined, shall be
considered to constitute sugar to the extent of their total sugar eontents.

You will note that the paragraph is the same except that I have
added the following “ molasses, in which case the blackstrap content
(nonextractable sucrose and glucose sugars) shall be deducted from
the total sugar content.”

Reasons: %f the blackstrap content of molasses is not deducted
from the total sugar content, this will give an unfair and incorrect
amount of sugar to be charged against the country from which it is
derived by approximately 87 percent. As I have been importing this
molasses from Cuba, where sugar exported to the United States has
been under a quota system for the past several years, the blackstrap
content of the molasses is never considered as sugar, only the ex-
tractable sugar content is credited as sugar quota. To confirm that
“total sugar ™ content of molasses, if considered as sugar, is incor-
rect and unfair by approximately 87 percent, I'll offer the follow-
ing analysis of molasses:

Percent
Solids e m—m e ——————— 82.0
Polorization - —— c—— 50. 8
Purity - - ~62.0
Clerget sucrose - ——————————— ---053.0
Invert (glucose).-.. -—— 10.0
Ot SRS e e e e e e e e o i e e 68.0

) t%l 2732: 100 pounds molasses times 83 percent total sugars egual 63 pounds
otal sugars.

Correct method: 100 pounds of some molasses as above, according to
Spencer’'s Handbook for Sugar Manufacturers and Chemists, seventh edition,
p. 382-383, will yield 83.71# 96’ sugar- o eeeeeaee 38.71# 906’ sugars
And 60.78# blackstrap molasses of 88 purity and 50 per-

cent total sugars, nonextractable sugars (blackstrap) ...

20,714 total sugars

Unfairness or incorrect equal 63“33%%11 equal 87 percent approximately.
Linvite you to have the above work checked by the best experienced
sugar chemist employed in the United States Government.

f this paragraph C can be amended as I have asked in this letter
and which I have only requested from a standpoint of fairness and
correctness, I can assure you several million “man-hours” work
under the N.R.A., wagies, otherwise this work will be done at the mills
in Cuba with Cuban labor.

I trust that you will see the unfairness of Paraoraph C as written
and that T am not asking for anything other than a square deal

»
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both for my business and for the country from which the product is
derived, and that you will amend this paragraph accordingly.

The Craigman, Is Mr, Snyder in the room?

Mpr. SNYpER. Yes; sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Snyder, how long did you want?

Mr. Snxyprr. T would greatly require a fair amount of time. Itis |
now 12 o’clock. |
The CHalRMAN. Yes, We are going to adjourn at 1 o’clock, and
we are going to meet again Monday morning, but we are going
to finish these hearings Monday. ‘

Mr. Snyper. Yes, sir, Well, that is agreeable to me.

The Ciamrdan. But we wanted vou to be just as concise as
possible.

Senator Warsiz. Whom do you represent, Mr. Snyder?

The CHairMaN. We understand that Mr. Suyder represents the
Hershey people, who ave largely interested in Cuba, as I understand
it. Isn’t that right?

Mr. SxypER. Yes.

The CnarmMaN, Proceed.

STATEMENT OF JOHN E. SNYDER ON BEHALF OF THE HERSHEY
CORPORATION

Mr. Sxyoer. These arve only records, not to be read to the com-
mittee.

I will first dispose of two matters which were the subject of inter-
rogation of Mr, Roberson. Many of these questions have arisen
out of the Tariff Act of 1930, as you heard by Mr. Bunker’s state-
ments. Muv. Roberson also referred to it, and on this subject of the
refined sugar, and the differentials, and so forth, it was presented
to the Tariff Commission in a complaint which they filed in 1931.

Senator McApoo. Mr, Snyder, I did not hear what interest you
represent.

Mr. Sxyoer. 1 represent the Hershey interests in Cuba,

Senator McApoo. Hershey?

Mr. Sxyper. Yes, sir,  And I also will speak generally for other
Cuaban refiners,

Senator WarLsu. What is the official name~—~Hershey Corporation?

Mr. Syyper. Hershey Corporation.

Senator Warsn. That is what I thought.

Mr. SnypEr. Yes, sir. Since the Tariff Act of 1930, we have had
4 investigations, 2 by the Tariff Commission, 1 by the Treas-
ury Department, throu%h its Customs Service, and last summer we
spent before the Agricultural Adjustment Administration. There is
little new to be said in reference to this subject that was not said
before then but on the subject of refined sugar from Cuba, I have
here the report of the Tariff Commission, which was referred to by
Mr. Roberson, and which I desire to place a copy with each member
of the comniittee.

Senator CostigaN. What report is that, Mr. Snyder?

Mr. Sxyber. It is # report of the United States Tariff Commis-
sion, on the subject of refined sugar and the differences in the costs
of production.
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Senator CostiGaN. Issued when?

Mr. SxypER. July 11, 1932, It is the latest thing on the subject.
Since that time the Tariff Commission has completed its full report.
That report is now in the hands of the proper governmental author-
ity. but has not been made publie.

Senator Cos11ean. Does the present unpublished report of the
Tariff Commission include also a report on refined sugar?

Mr. SNypER. Yes, sir; and makes no change in it.

Senator Cos116aN. That is your information?

Mr. SNYDER. Yes, sir.

Senator CosticaN, Have you seen it?

Mr. SNyper. I have not seen it.

Senator WarLsa. How do you know when we do not know? How
did you get that information, when none of us have been able to

et it!

§ Mr. Snyper, Senator, that is my complaint. Everyone seems to
know what is in it, but those paiticulurly interesied in the trade have
not seen it. It is my purpose, while we are in Washington——

Senator Warsa. You apparently got some information from some
source, according to yvour statement.

Mr. SNYDER. 61), it has been talked about and spoken about. It is
generally known in the trade, that the report recommends a reduction
in the duty on sugar, of a half a cent a pound, and restates its
position on_ refined sugar,

Senator Warsit. Evidently the Hershey Corporation has some
;nwms’ of contacting the Umted States Tariff Commission, that we
laven’t.

Mr. Sxypkr. Noj we haven’t.  We feel—at least T do—that having
been so generally and broadly interested in these discussions on
sugar, which have taken place in Washington, since the fall of 1928,
and continued annually since, over long periods of time, the Tariff
Commission hearings, the Treasury Department investigations, Agri-
cultural Adjustment. we spend most all of our time in Washington.

I feel too, that I should be privileged to read that report.

Senator Warsx. I think we ought to have an investigation of the
Tariff Commission, to find out how it is that you can get information
that we cannot get.

My, Sxyper. If you will call in people before you, and will read
the papers—if vou will read the New York Journal of Commerce, if
you will read the New York Times, if you will read the synopsis of
other papers, which contain a synopsis of this report, you will find
the figures accurate,

Senator Warsn. I do not want to prolong this discussion, but yon
wouldn’t make that statement before this committee if yon didn’t
have pretty solid. inside information.

Mr. Sxvyper. I have no inside information.

Senator WarLsH. You are too honorable to make that statement
before this committee without having definite information from the
Tariff Commission, which -we haven’t got, and you are a private
concern, operatin both in this country and in Cuba.

Mr, Sxyper. I have no private information, but I see in the papers
that the reduction in Cuban duty is going to be a half a cent a pound.
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Senator Warse. Then you should have prefaced your statement
by saying that you were making it on hearsay, and not with authen-
ticity, when you said the report favored a reduction in the rate.

Mr. SNyDER. Senator, call up anyone interested in sugar, who is in
this audience, & number of them, and they will tell you that they
have the same information.

Senator Warsu. Well, I don’t care to prolong this discussion.

The CuairmaN. Mr. Snyder, there is one thing I want to hear.
You have been before the committee many, many times on this tariff
on sugar,

Mr, SNypER. Yes, sir.

The CuarmaN. My recollection is that one of the witnesses called
attention to the fact that back in 1925, I believe it was, there was
no importation of refined sugar from Cuba. A chart has been fur-
nished us, showing that last year, I believe, there were 500,000 and
some odd tons. Your statement before the committee, in 1930, when
we were considering the tariff bill, was that there would be no great
enlargement of the production of refined sugar, that it had then
reached 230,000 tons, and that your people had invested at that time
in this new plant, because you thought it would give better sugar to
you, and bring it up here for your own industry, and so on.

- Now, explain to the committee why this very large increase in
the refined importation. ‘
Mr. Snyper. At the present time—there was then and there is
now—few refiners of sugar in Cuba, who are refining their sugar
under the same process that is used by the American refiners, bone
char. We use it. Our processes of refining are in all respects iden-

tical with those of the American refiners.

Senator Cosrraan. How does your product compare ?

Mr. SnypEr. It is identically the same.

Senator CostieaN. From a sanitary viewpoint, also?

Mr. S~xypEr. Absolutely. We will place our refinery, match it
against any refinery in the United States, as to cleanliness and sani-
tary conditions.

genator MoAbpoo. You find the bone-char method just as economi-
as this suchar process that has been described here?

Mr. Snyper. The suchar Erocess, as it is now in operation in vari.
ous localities, with a vegetable carbon, has come into vogue since our
bone-char refinery was established. We had tried, from 1916 on,
various methods of making a white sugar, because, understand, gen-
tlemen, we are not producers of raw sugar.

The raw sugar that you know in commerce we do not make. From
the time the cane leaves the field until the sugar leaves the mill, there
is only one object in view, and that is the production of white sugar,
refined sugar. There is one refinery in Cuba, and, understand, there
are only five that amount to anything.

The Arechebala plant at Cardenes has been in operation since
1870 refining sugar. They refine sugar for domestic consumption,
and have done export business, and have done export business to
the United States. They operate identically the same as ours. The
Cuban-American Sugar Co., which is a United States concern, owns
its own sugar mills in Cuba, has a refinery at New Orleans, has a
refinery at Cardenes. We two are the American refiners of sugar in
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- Cuba. ‘The one plant that I spoke of, established in 1870, is purely
a Cuban operation.

Now. we were the refiners of sugar in Cuba. Since that time, and
with the introduction of the process which Mr. Roberson has re-
ferred to, it has been introduced at a mill in Cuba known as the
Maybay. No; I don’t think they use suchar. They use another
vegetable carbon, but it is the same method. The suchar process is
introduced at the Espana mill and another mill. I can refer to it
in my notes. I don’t think you are particular about the name. I
think that it is the San Augustine, or something of that kind, who
also use a vegetable carbon.

Now, we five are the American refiners of sugar in Cuba. e
ship into the United States,

Senator Warsn. Then, are there any others besides you five
refining sugar?

Mr. Sxyper. None that are material.

Senator Warsn, None?

Mr. Snyper. None that are material.

Senator Warsu: Entirely American industry in Cuba?

Mr. Snyper. No; the Cuban-American, and they operate only
intermittently. The Espana mill is probably owned by American
capital. All of the others are purely Cuban.

Now, because—and 1 am emphatic about this statement—the
question was asked by one of the committee this morning of one
of the witnesses, whether this 2 cents & hundred pounds which exists
in the Tariff Act of 1980 was the cause of refining su%:n' in Cuba,
I will state to you it was not. If you will just reduce the figures to
fractions, 2 cents per 100 pounds is one fiftieth of a cent a pound—
no one is going to establish a refining industry on a favor of one
fiftieth of a cent a pound. But what has caused this tendency to
the increase of refining sugar in Cuba, and a number of smaller
mills, to undertake at the mill to convert their sugar into a white
sugar or a direct-consumption sugar, not a refined sugar, if you
lease, is the increase in the tariff per pound of sugar, made by the

ariff Act of 1930. "

To save their necks, if you please, they could not continue the
manufacture of raw sugar, not only because their market for it was
decreasing, but their return was less. Now, you know and I know
that the differential in the refining of sugar between the raw product
as it reaches the markets of the United States, the refining centers
of the United States, and the price of that same sugar as delivered
to the public, the consumer, varies approximately from $1 to $1.25
per 100 pounds.

Now, these Cuban manufacturers of raw sugar, not beingf able
to produce and sell raw sugar at a profit—and, what is more likely,
at 8 loss—sought some way whereby they could put on the American
market a direct-consumption sugar made by one of these vegetable
char processes, which could be attached to the mill and made a con-
tinnous operation, whereby they could obtain for themselves a part
of that $1 or $1.26 per 100 pounds, which otherwise went to the
American refiner; thereby saving themselves a loss, because they
haven't made their profit.
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Senator Warsi. In other words, the tarift act shifted the manu.
fucture or the making of sugar from raw to more refined ¢

Mr. Snyper. Yes, siry that was it, The 2 cents a hundred had
nothing to do with it, )

Senator Warsn. May I ask you now or at some time?

M, SNYDER. Yes, sir. .

Senator Warsu. Just how much does your company import to
this country ! '

Mr. Sxyper. I will tell you accurately.

Nenator WarsH, And you only import for your own uses, as 1
understand ¢

Mr, Snyper. No.  We do more than that.

Senator WaLsH. You sell out in the open?

Mr. SNYDER., Yes, sir.

Senutor Warse, In competition with the other refiners¢ .

Mr. Sxyber. Yes, sir: with the other refiners, and on the same
basis, .

’S(:lnator Warsn, Well, perhaps you will come to that later. Never
mind.,

Mr, Sxyper. No: I will cover this subject generally, because I may
be telling you something, things you don’t want to know, because
[ have no prepared statement.

Sen;lt«n- WVaLsu, Well. how much. then. do vou import, of refined
sugar?

My, Sxyper, It is just as convenient to e, at one time, as another,
to answer your inguiries, because I am here for the é)ur ose of com-
iniilnicating information to you gentlemen in the drafting of this

M.

Senator WarLsu, We appreciate that,

Mr, Sxyper. That is my sole purpose. Over what period of years
would you want it?

Senator WaLsH.: For the last year, how much?

Mr. Sxyper, Last year? In 1932—oh, you want it in tons? We
brought into the United States 196,000 tons of sugar.

Senator Warsu, What percentage was that of the total importa.
tion of refined sugar from Cuba to the United States?

Mr. Snyper. Generally speaking, but not Fettin into decimals,
you can assume we are responsible for one-half of the refined sugar
that comes into the United States.

Senator Wazsu, About §0 percent of it ¢

Mr. SnyDER, Yes, sir.

Senator WarsH, Now, go back to the few years prior to 1932, if
you please,

Senator McApoo. Senator, may I interrupt there for a moment?
What percentage of your importation was used in your own plant!

Senator WaLsH, I was going to ask that later.

Senator McAnoo. Oh,

Senator WarsH. All right.

Mr. SnypEr, At the present time we are using in our own plant
in the United Stutes—that is, the Hershey Chocolate Corporation—
annually somewhat in excess of 30,000 tons of sugar.

Senator McAvnoo. And you imported 196,000 tons?
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Mr. Sxyper, I haven’t the figures together. Yes, sir; 196,000
tons.

Senator McApvo. And out of that you used 30,000 tons in your
own plants? The rest you sold? .

Mr. SNyper. And the rest we sold to the public.

Senator McApoo. The remainder you sold to the public?

Mr. Sxypkr. The remainder was sold to the public, in commerce
of the United States.

Senator WarLsu. Give me your other figures, showing what that
increase has been from year to year.

Mr. Sxyper. I will give it to you in round figures, and not give
the hundreds,

Senator WarsH. Please,

Mr. Snxyper. In 1931, 175,000,

Senator Warsu., 19307

Mr. SNypER, 157,000,

Senator Warsm, 1929¢

Mr. Snyper. 150,000,

Senator Warsm., 1928%

Mr. SnypER, 135,000.

Senator Warsu, 19277

Mr. SNypER. 103,000, 104,000 would be more accurate.

Senator WavLsu. Thank you. That iS‘GﬂOil%h.

The CrHamrMaN. It has gradually increased

Mr. SNYDER, Yes, sir,

Senator WaLsu., Almost doubled 1927 ¢ :

Mr. Sxyper, There was a gradual increase, Yes; there was a
gradual increase, because there was a plant—bear in mind this situ-
ation. We established this industry in Cuba in 1916, when our
mill was built. We had considerable property scattered around,
which had not been acquired. We operate three mills at the present
time.

We built a plant. The plant represents a large expenditure that,
together with the necessary lands and the railroad facilities that go
with them, it represents an investment between $50,000,000 and
$60,000,000, all in cash. We first tried various methods of making
white su%ar because there are many ways of making white sugar, but
the s0- led direct consumption sugars, we tried the washed sugars,
then we tried the Java Frocess of making sugar. Java sugar—if you
do not know, I will tell you—is a white sugar. It is not a refined
sugar.

enator WaLsH. I don’t really think, Mr. Snyder, the committee
is much interested in the different processes you have tried.

Mr. S~xypeRr. Yes.

Senator Warse, The reason for the growth of the importations,
we will take up.

Mr. Snyper. In 1928 we concluded to put in bone char for all our
operations, and it has operated so, from that time until the present.

Senator Warsu, Well, now, the net result of all this that you are
saying to us is this, is it not, that American money has gone down to
Cuba, has been invested there, and has gone into the refining of
sugar and is actually in competition here in America with the
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American industry, where American money is invested in America,
and where American workmen are employed?

You are actually in competition ; isn’t that correct? )

Mr. Snyper, That is true to some extent; yes, sir. That is true to
some extent. The extent is not as great as you believe, but it is true,

Senator Warsm. It is caused, apparently, by the increases that are
constantly being made in the sale of your retined sugar.

Mr, SxypEr. But understand this: We built a plant for an esti-
mated capacity, and everything was balanced ; but everything in the
sggar business is out of balance and has been out of balance for
13 years.

e have had crop limitations in Cuba. After the United States
Food Administration iave up its control of the sugar, then the
Cuban Government took hold of it; and, since that time, since 1920,
there have been but 2 years when the production of sugar in Cuba
was without restriction. It is under restriction now, under the op.
erations of the Chadbourne plan. We have never utilized yet the
capacity of our mill production. We have not been permitted to,
under the Cuban law. We are under restriction there, and I antici-
pate we are going to be under restriction here; and I say to you
very frankly that I came here for the furpog.e of supporting this
bill. That is my object, and the reason I am in Washington,

Senator Warsa. And the Walsh amendment?

Mr. Snxxper. Pardon me.

Senator Warsa. And the Walsh emendment ¢

Mr. Snxyper. I will even snpport the Walsh amendment, if you
will change that 16 percent to what it should be.

Senator WaLsH. right. I would like to hear you on that.

Senator Hastings. What should it be?

Senator GEorGE. Yes; tell us that.

Mr. Snyper. Well, you may say it is selfish. Well, I will answer
your question direct.  When you ask a question, I like to have it
answered. It should be 25 percent in place of 15,

Senator Hastings, Why?

Mr. Snyper. Well, now, I will give my reasons.

l Senator Warse. We may be able to trade before we get through
here,

Mr. Snyper, Yes. I will give my reasons for it.

Cuba, last year—well, I will first state this: Last summer, as
Senator Hawes said, we spent the entire summer in Washington,
holding hearings from June to September, ending up in the stabiliza.
tion agreement, which, when it was completed, I felt, not only for
our interests, the interests of Cuba, but the interests of the whole
American people, I felt should be.not put into effect, because there
were only two things right about that agreement—one was the open-
ing paragraph, which said, * This agreement witnesseth *, and the
other one was the closing, which said, “ In witness whereof we have
hereunto set our hands and seals.” ﬁverything else in between was
wrong, as finally produced, and it was rejected; but there was a
delegation here from Cuba at that time. They presented their
figures, what allotments they should have, and they set out in pam-
phlet form and in great detail the commercial relations between the
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* United States over a period of 30 years. They asked for a minimum
quota of sugar of 2,000,000 tons, of which 600,000 tons should he
refined sugar.

The Cuamrman. From Cuba?

Mr. Snxyper. From Cuba,

The Cusammman. Well, you never have had that much from Cuba?

Mr. S8ypeR. No, sir; but I am telling you what they asked for.

The Cramrmax, I am sure the committee wants to be fair to every
industry. .

Senator Warsit. That is right.

The Cuamman, They don’t want to destroy the sugar-beet in-
dustry or any of your refiners’ interests, or any of the interests that
are in Cuba.

Now, there is a tremendous increase from 1925 up to 1933, from
1,182 to 439,000 long tons. That is the big increase. There has
been a perceptible increase from the Philippines, from 2,647 to 61,000,
The others have been immaterial. Of course, from Hawaii we do not
count. Outside, from other foreign countries, there has been an
increase of only 6,000 tons, I think a total of 626,000, Cuba fur-
nishes 439,000, Now, what would you suggest as a fair basis, on
the proposition to keep in status quo, without having before us the
proposition that is going to increase, and knock out all the refiners in
this country ?

Senator Warsu. Or do any injustice to any interest, in Cuba or
elsewhere ?

The CHAIRMAN, Yes.

Mr, SNyper. I was asked the same question before the House Com-
mittee yesterday mornin%v

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Well, give us the answer again.

Mr. SnypEr, I feel that the same provision that al)plies to the
islands, in Senator Walsh’s amendment, should be applied to Cuba.

That is, the 1983 imports; and that, I think, is fair.

The CHairMAN, Well, first, we have fOt to deal with the Philip-
pines, too, on this, haven’t we, Mr. Snyder?

Mr. SNYDER. Yes.

The CHamMaN, Well, you say for the 1933 imports. That is
489,000 tons. I understood you to say to Senator Walsh a moment
ago 600,000 tons.

Mr. SnypEr. That is what the representatives of the Cuban Gov-
ernment in Washiniton presented to the Agricultural Adjustment
l.?.dminist.rat;ion in their communications, a copy of which I have

ere.

Now, what I am doing, I am making an abatement from that, and
1 would suggest I realize the position of the American refiners, and
I will very frankly say to the members of this committee that when
we started refining sugar in Cuba, and I will stand by the general
statement that I made at that time, Senator, and that is this—there
cannot be any general refining of sugar in Cuba. That is, no one
can go to Cuba and establish a refinery and expect to do a successful
business. The reason of it is this: The island is over 600 miles long.
It is only 30 to 60 miles wide, and the transportation of sugar throug

42831-—34——13
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that island by railroad transportation is simply out of the question,
It is cheaper to ship it to the United States. -

In Cuba you would only have Cuban sugar to reline, whereas the
United States market absorbs large quantities of other sugar which
are not Cuban.

The Cuairman. You do not ship your sugar to any other country
except the United States? ) ,

Mr. Snyper. The proper answer to that question is no. We
have at times tried to ship sugar to South America. We have at
times shipped sugar to Africa, but as an item of commerce, the
quantity is just immaterial. It is not to be considered. ‘

Now, that amount asked for by the Cuban representative, of
600,000 tons, is 40 percent of the quota that is allowed in this bill to
Cuba. The present production, the 1933 imports into the United
States, woul(% be somewhat over 25 percent. If you feel that you
must make some reduction, 15 percent is absolutely too low, but it
should be between 20 and 25 percent. )

The CramrmaN. You would have no objection if the committee
felt that the status quo should be maintained ¢

Mr. Snxyper. None whatever. I stated that to the House com-
mittee. This is an emergency measure, The country is operating
under emergency conditions, we are familiar with that, and we
realize the problem that Iyou have, and we do not want to do any-
thing on our part, and I am sure that Cuba does not want to do
anything on its part. I have no objections under ordinary circum.
stances to going out in the American market, with the United States
refinance. We do not undersell them. We must sell our sugar at
the best price we can obtain for it, and we sell it at the best price we
can obtain for it against their competition.

The CramrmaN. Let me ask you—-

Mr. SNypEr (continuing). We are not price-cutters.

The CramrmaN. You are an expert, because you are the only man
I have seen get Senator Smoot on this proposition.

Mr. SnypEer. I feel highly complimented.

The CiamrmMan. You almost won me over in those controversies—
but it looks now as though Senator Smoot was right. [Laughter.]

The CuairmaN. Is the differential now in the law sufficient to pro-
tect the American refiners?

Mr. SnypEr. In law; yes it is,

The CHalRMAN, You do not think they need any larger differen.
tinl? I may say that I have had a good deal of doubt about the

roposition, but no one seems to get together on what the true
gures are of the actual cost differences.

Mr, Sxyper. Well, we furnished them. We furnished them to the
Tariff Commission.

Senator Costiaan. You agree with the conclusion of the Tariff
Commission ¢

Mr. S~xyper. Yes, sir; because I advocated that position before
the Tariff Commission. It was my duty to be there, because we had
been attacked, but if you will pardon me, I would like to say—and
I know it is an interesting question—I would like to say something
with reference to the 1980 Tariff Act, not on a discussion of the
tariff, however,
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"The 1922 tariff provided this differential, 96-degree sugar was
§1.76. The duty on refined sugar was—no; I said 1.76. It is 1.7648,
because you are going to subtract something in a moment, and you
won’t get the right answer, The duty on 96-degree sugar was 1.7648,
The duty on refined sugar was 1.912. The difference between the
two is .1472. That was the difference in the 1922 Tariff Act between
96-degree sugar and 100-degree sugar. .

Under the 1930 Tariff Act, the duty on 96 sugar was increased
to 2.00, or 2 cents a pound.

The CuarMAN. Sold in Cuba?

Mr. SNyper. I am speaking only of Cuba, because to speak of the
others would confuse it.

Senator CosTiGaN. That is on the 96 degree.

Mr. SNYDER. Yes, sir,  On the 100-degree sugar it was 2.12. You
see the difference between 96 and 100 in the one case. In the 1922
Tariff Act——

The CHAIRMAN (interrupting). It seemed to me that was a redue-
tion of the differential,

Mr. SNypEr, It was,

The Cinairman, And I went to Senator Smoot and told him that . -

we were perfectly willing to reopen the proposition and to modify
the thing, but he was afraid to reopen it, because he had had so
many scraps on_that variation.

Mr. Sxyper. I understood that was the situation at the time. I
tried to keep myself fully informed of it, and notwithstanding what
Senator Walsh «aid, T had no inside information. I could figure out
the situation for myself. But yon will bear in mind this, that that
was Senator Smoot’s amendment. It was Senator Smoot, after your
amendment had been adopted by the Senate—I mean Senator Har-
rison’s amendment had been adopted by the Senate, it became Sen-
ator Smoot’s obligation. as he saw it, above others, to substitute
something higher. and he drew up his amendment, and this is the
amendment that he drew up that produced this result,

The CaarMAN. Now, let us take the other end of it. Suppose
that this reduction is to be made on the recommendation of the Tariff
Commission from 2 cents on Cuban down to 1.57—isn’t that correct?

Mr. Snxyper. 1.53, ax I understand it.

The CrHAIRMAN. Down to 1.53. What results do we get? Will
‘hat be an increase in the differential?

Mr. Snyper. I don’t know., That is one thing I would like to
now,

The CuairmaN., Wouldn’t that carry with it a slight increase in
the differential.

Mr., Snxyper. I think it would.

The CramrmaN. I should think so, but I am not sure.

Mr. Snyper. I think it would produce that result, and for that
reason I am very anxious to see tEe Tariff Commission’s report. 1
1ave it by hearsay. Now, when we go before the Tariff Commis-
sion—bear in mind this, the refiners make this statement and in
hat I will corroborate them—to produce 100 pounds of refined sugar
in their refineries, they require 107 pounds of raw sugar. On that
07 pounds of raw sugar, they pay a duty of $2.14, whereas we bring

»
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in 100 pounds of refined sugar and we pay a duty of $2.12; in other
words, there is that favor to us of 2 cents per 100 pounds. 1 tell you
definitely we did not want it, but Senator Smoot under his amend.
ment gave it to us, L. .

The Cuamman, He did not want to give it to you. It was just
a case where he was afraid to open it up again, and I do not blame
him. But let me ask you now. If we reduce this from the 2 cents
to 1.58, the 1.53 would be on the 96-percent sugar.

Mr. Snyper. I understand so.

The CramyaN., What would that be? Because you can figure
those things and I cannot—you are an expert and I am not—what
\vould?that be on 100-percent sugar at the basis of $1.53 on 96-degree
sugar

r. SNYDER, Is the report going to recommend a reduction in the
increment for each degree?

The Cramaran. AT am trying to get at is if that is an increase
in the differential. That would show it.

Mr, Sxyper. If the increment for each degree remains the same
then it would be against us—yes; then it would be aganinst us, [
know you want to be accurate and I do not want to say anything
offhand. but what I will do, I will make that calculation, Senator,
and submit it to you, because standing on your feet, there is not
anyoile—and while the Senator has complimented me as being an
expert and 1 was rather familiar with the sugar duties, I will not
undertake to answer ihat by standing on my feet, by mental
arithmetic. :

Senator CosricaN. Mr. Chairman, the current reports are that the
Tariff Commission has recommended a reduction of one half cent,
and the figure 1.53 is based on the assumption that the possible
processing tax may be 47/100 of a cent. .

Mr. Sxyper. Then, will you allow me to continue with what I
was going to say, because I was asked whether under the law as it
stané’s, the refiners are protected. I say to dyou that they are, and I
will also say to you that they are protected, however, to the extent
olf 2 cents less than they were before. The reason for that is
this—

The CramMaN. Not 2 cents.

Mr. Snxyper. Two cents per 100 pounds. The reason for that is
this: While they consume 107 pounds of 96 sugar to produce 100
pounds of refined sugar, in their communications to you, and I have
never seen them at any one time explained thoroughliv—possibly they
thought I would not draw your attention to it, but I feel it mny duty
to do it—but that 7 pounds is not lost. One pound of it is, because
1 pound is pure moisture and goes off in the air, but they have 6
pounds of by-products for whatever use they choose to make of it,
and if they choose to make nothing of it, they have molasses.

The Cramman, Most of them make something out of it.

Mr, Snyper. Oh, yes; they all do it. Now, they have those ¢
gounds out of which they make something. That 8 pounds, while we

o the same thing in Cuba, ours is in Cuba and theirs is in the
United States. Their freight and transportation and duty are paid
Ours is down there, and if we want to make any use of it in the
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United States, we must Fay freight, we must pay duty, and any
other expenses incidental to bringing it into che United States.
That alone is sufficient to much more than overcome the 2 cents, but
then in addition, they get something—it does not sound important,
put it is. The man who makes that sugar down in Cuba packs it
in a bag, sends it up to the United States. He buKs the bag for that
purpose. 'That bag costs the man in Cuba anywhere from 20 to 30
cents. It reaches the United States as it comes in duty free, by the
way—although it is made of burlap—it is not subject to processing
tax—he has that bag. Of course, it is not a brand new bag, and it
's not worth 20 to 30 cents any ionger, but he takes it off and he
washes it up, and he disposes of it, and it has a ready sale in the
market anywhere from 6 to 10 cents.

So you see between the other things he gets much more than over-
omes that 2 cents; so I say to you, as the law is written, he is
rotected, but I also frankly state to you that he is protected 2 cents
ess than he was before, .

Senator WavrsH. In other words, your judgment is that to protect
*e American refining industry against future growth and imports,
 is better off to have a quota restriction than to fight over the
lifferential.

Mr. SNYDER. Yes, sir. He is botier off.

The CrammaN. Would you mind putting into the record—we
sked these other refining interests to put into the record their earn-
ngs, and so forth, Would you object to doing that as far as you are
oncerned ¢

Mr. Snyper. Not at all. '

The CramrMaN. And if you could separate it from your chocolate
ud candy industry and the other?

Mr. Snyper. Senator, the two businesses are entirely distinct. The
ne has no connection with the other.

The CramryMaN, We are not interested in the candy and chocolate,

Mr. SnypEr., We deal with each other at arm’s length,

I have criticized sometimes the business methods of the refiners

d certainly do sometimes criticize the methods of the raw beet

wople. I have no desire to do any injury to the raw beet sugar

ople of the United States. I do not suppose I am going to get
ie opportunity to discuss that, but they do foolish things, They
ve always, and invariably they sell their sugar under the mar-
t. Senator Smoot complained about it at these hearings. The
neral price is 20 cents under the market for cane sugar, They

xm to have a sense of inferiority, and they must sell at less, and

ving that sense of inferiority they come in here and ask for

otection.

Let me tell you something, and this is not an exaggeration; it is

fact. We use sugar. We have used beet sugar, and when I tell

n that the Hershey Corporation in Cuba will not sell to the Hershey

weolate Corporation in the United States sugar at the prices at

ich the beet sugar people will sell it to us at—

The CaamrmaN. They cannot reach Philadelphia, for instance,

"h the sugar—beet sugar-—can they? That is too far. There is a
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certain place to which they can ship their stuff and sell it in compe.
tition, and they cannot go beyond that point. N

Mr. SNYDER. At the present time, Senator, they are all over the
United States. I do not know whether it was stated here—if not it
was stated at the House hearings yesterdagJ or the day before—the
beet-sugar people are selling sugar in New England. and I will state
to you that we—I say now the Hershey Chocolate Corporation—tha
we have bought beet sugar within 30 days delivered. in the eastern
territory at the price of Cuban rawls, duty paid, and that is 3.30.

Senator Warsu. The Senators from the beet-sugar States should
take notice.

The Cuammman. That draws sympathy from this committee, I
should think, to the sugar-beet people, that they are selling 2
percent less.

Mr. Sxyper. They have my sympathy.

Senator CosticaN. There is no chemical difference between the two
sugars, is there?

r. SxYpER. None at all. They are both sucrose. The chemists
will tell you that sucrose from beets and sucrose from cane—-

The CusiryMan (interrupting). Don’t you think you have made
the high. points and can put the rest into the record? We want to
hear one more gentleman.

Mr. Snyper. If you will let me say one more word, I will stop. If
I can give the committee the information, I have lots of things I
can tell you.

The CramrmaN. I know you can give us a lot of information.

Mr. Sxyper. I want to draw attention to the weakness of Senator
?)Vafls!l’s amendment, because I appreciate, Senator, your desire to

e fair,

Senator Warse. I am very glad to have you do it.

Mr. Sxyper. In 1930 at the tariff hearings, when I was having
considerable trouble with Senator Smoot’s view, you came to my
assistance on several occasions, and I have always a{)preciated that,
but I do not appreciate this amendment you have in mind
{Laughter.) )

. You speak there of direct-consumption sugar. Now, direct-con-
sumption sugar and refined sugar are just two entirely different
things. You have seen the statistics and all of the refiners’ statistics
I have seen, the reports of the American Sugar Refining Co., and
Mr. Bunker’s tables, etc., apparently are correct, but there is only
one gentleman in the United States who I believe can answer that

uestion, and that is Mr. Fischer, and he is sitting back here. He is
the sugar statistician for the sugar institute. I want to say to you
this—that there was less refined sugar came into the United States
in 1933 than did in 1932,

S(énatﬂl' WaLsH. You have not those figures officially yet, have
you

Mr. Sxyper. Not officially; no. But I have the correct figures,
and unofficially I will put them on record.

Senator WaLsu. Please give them for the record.

The CHalRMAN. Less in 1933 than 19821

Mr, Sxyper. I am telling you refined sugar.
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The CrairMAN. Then this chart is all wrong.

Mr. SNyYpER., But there was a substantial increase in turbinado
sugar. Turbinado sugar is sugar that can be made at any mill.
Any mill can make it. It does not require a refinery. And direct-
consumption sugars coming into the United States, if you go over the
figures of Willette & Gray, year after year, as far back as you want.
you will find that sugars for direct consumption, both raw and
refined brought into the United States. It is a distinct thing in the
trade and commerce and in manufacture and use.

Senator WaLsH. What does the word “ turbinado ” mean?

Mr. SNyYpER. A turbine is a thing that rolls around. It means
something that is washed.

The CramrmAN. Must you have those sugars in certain trades?

Mr. Sny¥per, They use them.

The CrairmaN. Do those that are refined in this country answer
as just as good a substitute ?

Mr. Snyper. No.

The CHalrRMAN. In other words, these are necessary ¢

Mr. Snyper. Yes. Take all the great tobacco interests in the
South, the tobacco manufacturers, in putting up their various grades
and kinds of tobacco, they use the sugar.

The CaAIRMAN. Your estimate of that character of refined sugar—
whether you call it refined or raw or semiraw or whatnot—how
many tons are there annually imported? If we should put a limita-
tion and should take all that was adequate, what would be the amount
that you would suggest on that?

Mr. Snyper. I can ouly state to you that in 1933 there came in
from Cuba 46.000 tons of this turbinado sugar.

The CuairmMaN. Did any come in from any other country?

lS?enator Warsn, Is turbinado sugar produced in this country at
el

Mr. Snyper. No.

o Sben?ator WaLsn, To get that kind of sugar, you must get it in
uba

Mr. Snyper. I would not say that some mill in Louisiana does not
produce some of it, but what Louisiana makes is really a sugar for
other purposes and a somewhat higher grade.

The CuairmaN. Is there a likelihood for the production of that
character of sugar to increase in production?

Mr. Snyper. I would think so.

The CuairmaN. In other words, if there were a limitation made,
you think that should be put into a separate category?

Mr. Snyper. Yes; I think so.

The CuairmaN. But a limitation should be placed on that?

Mr. Snyper. Yes, sir.

The CitairmaN. Whether 45,000 or 50,000 tons, you would not say ?

Mr. SxypEr. Whatever would be a proper amount. I would be
lad to go over the {i]gure.

Senator WarLsu. Will you suggest an amendment to me, with the
thairman’s permission ?

Mr. Snyper. Yes; I will be very glad to discuss it with you, I

now you cannot have all of those figures,
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Senator Warsit. Such amendment as you think should be properly
inserted in this bill, leaving the percentage for us to determine.

Mr. S~zyper. In 1932, w%:ich was only the year preceding, there
were only 15,000 tons of these turbinado sugars that came in. It sim.

ly indicates that the manufacturing interests in the United States
in which I include tobacco, foodstuffs, canners, packers of fruits, an
all those things that use sugar are seeking something to et away
from the higher-grade refined sugars, and which answers their pur-
poses perfectly as well, because you can realize, Senator, that a man
putting up tobacco, if he is %oing to use sugar, he does not want a
refined or granulated sugar like you have on your breakfast table,
He wants a sugar, and the off color of it makes no difference to him,
because it is going into that tobacco. It is going to be blacker than
it was when he gets it.

The CrarmaN. We thank you very much. You are so entranc-
’i\l;g ghere that you take up more time than we wanted to give. Mr.
vieaaq.

Mr. Meab. Mr. Chairman, it is reachini; the time of your adjourn-
ment. I know you are all tired. Would it be just as convenient
for you if I went ahead on Monday? I certainly cannot finish
what I have to say in 10 minutes. I think there are one or two
others that have something to say.

The Cramman. I want to get this time arranged. We are going
to close the hearing on Monday, and we are going to have the Sec.
retary of State down here Monday, and consequently we want to
get to some definite conclusion on time. How much time ‘do you
think you want?

Mr. Meap. I think I could finish in 25 minutes.

Senator Costiean. Do you represent Hawaii?

Mr. Meap. I am the only witness for the Hawaii sugar people.

Senator CosrieaN. I have a radio message asking this committee
to extend courtesies to their representative.

The Crarman. We know that Mr. Mead is an important wit-
ness. We only want you to realize our situation and to get in what
you have to say in as short a time as possible.

Mr. Meap. I understand that thoroughly and I will make my re-
marks just as brief as it is possible to make them. Before the House
committee, day before yesterday, I think I had asked for 80 min-
utes. Possibly I can cut that down.

The CramrmMaN. Mr. John W, Lowe, Is he in the audience?

Senator Warsu. Mr. Lowe is here,

The Cuamman. Do you want to be heard now, Mr. Lowe?

Mr. Lowe. No. I represent an interest fully as large as that rep-
resented by Hershey. I cannot present it properly in the brief time
allotted, and I feel that I should have fully as much time as has
been extended to Mr. Snyder.

The Criamrman. Whom do you represent ?

Mr. Lowe. I vepresent the Revere Sugar Refinery of Boston,
which refines some 200,000 tons of raw sugar per year, and I repre-
sent the United Fruit Co.

Senator Warss. I know the chairman will take good care of you

The CamrmaN. We will try to give you as much time as possible,
but we cannot hear you for an indefinite time.
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Mr, Lowe. I understand that.

‘The Cuamrman, 1s Mr, Yates present?

Mr. Yares, I will ask leave to file a statement.

The CrairmMaN. All right. Give it to the stenographer. Mr. E.
W. Camp. : ,

A Vorce. Mr, Camp did not remain, Mr. Chairman.

The CnnarmaN. Mr, Capdeville?

(No response.)

The Ciammman. Mr, Fowler, I understand, wanted 2 minutes.

Mr. FowLer, Yes, sir,

The Cnamman. All right, Mr. Fowler. You represent the Black-
strap Molasses Association,

STATEMENT OF H. H. FOWLER, REPRESENTING THE BLACKSTRAP
MOLASSES ASSOCIATION

Mr. Fowrer. I wished to file this brief.

I want to suggest an amendment on behalf of the Blackstrap Mo-
fasses Associatton which represents agproximabely 60 percent of the
importers, handlers, and consumers of that commodity.

think this amendment is not a matter of controversy, and I
think that the definition as suggested requires some change merely
becanse of the inadvertent a(ﬁﬁtion of the phrase or the clause:
“And the total sugar content of which does not exceed 55 percent.”
You will find that in section 2 of subdivision (d) of the act.

Now, the purpose of our amendment is to eliminate from the defi-
nition the sentence which would limit exempt blackstrap molasses to
that portion of the by-product so-called, the sugar content of which
does not exceed 55 percent.

I might say a word to give the background and picture of the
blackstrap molasses situation. Blackstrap, or waste molasses, is a
by-product of all cane, and in some beet sugar mills. It is sometimes
called beet molasses if it is a by-product of the beet sugar extraction.
It constitutes the residue after all the extractible sugar has been
obtained. It is wholly unfit and is not used for human consumption.

The amount of sugar contained in this waste molasses varies, de-
pending upon the type and efficiency of the mill, and although the
average sngar content of this waste molasses—sometimes—the aver-
age sugar content is under 55 percent, and some portion of the com-
modity may range well over that figure. The important fact to
be noted here, I think, is that when sugar has been extracted from
cane to the limit that the plain and ordinary processing affords, the
remainder of the juice is called blackstrap molasses, and it is unfit
for further extraction of sugar on a commercial scale, and it is put
to uses that come within the definition, “ Not used for human con-
sumption or for the extraction of sugar to be used for human con-
sumption.”

And may I malke this point clear, that this product has three very
definite uses, all of which alike do not compete with sugar as it is
defined in the act.

Senator WaLs. Have you submitted this material to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture?

Mr. Fowrer. I have.



198 SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES

Senator Warsa. What is théir attitude?

Mr. Fowrer. They have approved our attitude.

Senator WaLsH. e’,Vhy need you do anything more?

Mr. Fowrer. Because I was afraid that I would not have the
_opportunity to make this suggested amendment.

The CuairmaN, We have Mr. Weaver sitting right here for the
purpose of taking all these things in.

Senator WarsH. They approved of it, and you have your brief,
you ave well taken care of.

Mr. Fowrer, I hope so. May I just conclude my statement then
by saying that it seems to me that the committee and the purpose
of the bill is not to strike at blackstrap molasses in any respect, that
inadvertently the extra sentence was added. *Up to a_H-percent
sugar content.” That definition which is intehded is “ Molasses, a
by-product not to be used for human consnm]ptlon or for the further
extraction of sugar.” With that definition, the enforcing authorities
can administer this act and leave out of the purview of the act
that particular waste by-product which is not intended to come
within the meaning of the act as suggested.

I will submit my statement, if you genilemen would be kind
enough to look over it.

I have also submitted copies of it to the Agricultural Adjustment
authorities, and I think they have taken the suggestions up.

I might say that I appear this morning only to make sure that i
receives the committee’s attention. Thank you very much.

(The following is the statement submitted by Mr. Fowler on
behalf of the Blackstrap Molasses Association.)

MEMORANDUM PROPOSAL AND AMENDMENT TO THE DEFINITION OF * BLACKSTRAP
MorASSES ’, FILED ON BBHALF OF THE BLACKSTRAP MOLASSES ASSOCIATION
MEMORANDUM  PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO TiHE DEFINITION OF BLACKSTRAP

: MOLASSES

I. On February 12, 1034, Senator Costigan ﬁi?roduccd a hill, 8. 2732, which
proposed the inclusion of sugar beets and sugarcane as basic agricultural
commodities under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and for other purposes,
In section 2, subsection (D), the following definition was submitted :

“{ID) The term *blackstrap molasses ' means the commerelally so designated
‘byproduct ® of cane-sugar industry.not used for human consumption or for the
extraction of sugar, and the total sugar content of which docs not exceed 55
per centum,”

On behalf of the Blackstrap Molasses Association which represents approxi-
mately 60 percent of the importers, handlers, a « consumers of the eommaodity

“defined, the following amendment to the above definttion is submitted :

“The term °‘blackstrap molasses’ means the commercially so designated
‘by product’ of the cane-sugar industry not used for human consumption or
for the extraction of sugar to be ured for human consumptio.,”

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to eliminate from the definition
the sentenice whielh would limit exempt blackstrap molisses to that portion
of the byproduct so called, the sugar content of which does not exceed 85
percent. It should be noted that the definition of * Lheet molasses " contained
In subsection (I$) of section 2 conta'ns no such limitation and that the defl-
nition propused would correspond substantially to that of beet molasses,

II. Blackstrap or waste molassex is a byproduet in all cane and in some
beet sugar mills, It constitutes the residue after nll the extractable sugar
has been obtained. It ts wholly unfit for and is not used for human con-
sumption. The amount of sugar contained in this waste molasses varies,
depending upon the type and efficie.cy of the mill employed in extracting
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" the edible sugar, Although the average sugar content of this waste molasses
is under the 55-percent 1!mit, some portion of the commodity may range well
over that tigure. The imporiant fact to be noted is that when the sugar
has been extracted from the cane to the limit that the plant and ordinary
processing afford the remainder of the juice is called blackstrap molasses, is
untit for human consumption or commercially unusablie for the turther extrac-
tion of sugar, and is put to uses which come within the definition * not to be
used by human consumption or for the extraction of sugnr to be used for
human consumiption,”

Prior to 1903 this inedible waste praduct constituted merely a problem in
waste disposal and was actually a considerable nuisunce to sugar mills in
the various producing areasx., Since that time it has become a8 most useful
byproduct of the sugar industry. It now furnishes a vital constituent in the
production of cattle and dairy feeds in the United States, and, in the form
of i .dustrial alcohol, has become indispensable for many industrial nocesses,
Its utilization in these forms has resuvlted in the development of a large
domestic industry which is completely dependent upon the availab.lity at a
reasonable price of this former waste product. (See Spencer, A Handbook
for Cane Sugar Manufacturers, passim,; Summary of Tarviff Intormation,
1929, Schedule 5, Sugar, Molasses and Manufacturers of (compiled hy the
U.8. Tariff Commission, 1929), pp. 984-990; Tarift Readjustment—1929, Hear-
ings hefore the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of Representatives,
70th Cong,, 2d sess,, Volume V, Schedule §, Sugar, Molasses and Manufacturers
of, pp. 3356-3368; Tariff Act of 1929, Hearings before a' Subcommittee of the
Senate Committee on Finance, Tist Cong,, 1st sexs,, Schedule 5, Sugar, Mclasses
and Manufacturers of, pp. 316, et rec,)

The domestic consumption of blackstrap molasses over the last decade has
averaged 313,180,379 galloms annually. From 85,000,000 to 60,000.000 gallons
annually have been consumed in the manufacture of domestic cattle feed, 60
percent of which contains blackstrap molasses as an essentlal basic ingredient.
Over 60 percent of all the blackstrap molusses consumetl in the United States
is employed in the manufacture of industrizl alecohol, The bulk of the re-
muinder is utilized in the production of yeast and vinegar, It has been esti-
mated that approximately 15,000,000 gallons are used annually in the manu-
faeture of these produets,

It should be noted that in none of these forms of utilization does this com-
modity compete with sugar ax it is defined in the act, Thix is the explanation
of the exception of these waste products from the purview of the act.

1I1. The purpose of subsection (D) of section 2 is to exempt from the pur-
view of the act the molasses byproduct of cane-sugar extraction not used for
human consumption or for the further extraction of sugar,

The draftsman faced a problem due to the existence of a molassvs coproduct
of cane sugar which may be used for human consumption and for the turther
extraction of sugar., The implied purpose of the act is to exempt the one
snd include the other. The problem is set up in clear relief in the following
quotation from the Nummmry of ‘Pariff Information, 1929, Schedule 5. Sugar,
Molasses, and Manufacturers of (compiled by the UN, Tariff Commission,
1929), pp. 984, 985

* Desoription and vscs~—Molasses is either a byproduct or a coproduct of
the sugar industry. It ix what remains of the juice of sugar plants after the
principal impurities have been removed, the juice boiled down, and a part of
the sugar erystallized and removed, Some molasses is also obtained as a
bypreduct when raw sugar i reduced to the reflned state,

“ Molusses is roughly classed as edible or as blackstrap (inedible). Prac-
tically no beet mola-ses in the natural state is edible. If cane molasves con-
tains sugar which could he removed by further concentration of the molasses,
the residue is a coproduet with sugar and generally is edible or is ured for the
further extraction of sugar.

“1f all of the sugar whicrh can be separated profitably has been removed
from the concentrated juice, the molasses is a byproduect called blackstrap,
waste molasses or industrial molasses, and is usually unfit for human con-
sumption or for the further extraction of sugar, Blackstrap carries a lower
rate of duty than does edible molasses, providing the importer declares that it
8 'not imported to be commerclaBy used for the extraction of sugar, or for
human consumption,
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“ Beet molasses and cante molasses not suitable for human food (blackstrap)
are used in the manufacture of industrial alcohol, as an ingredient of cattle
feedls, :tm:l. to some extent, in the manufacture of yeast, vinegar, and other
products,” .

‘The probable purposes of the 56 percent limitation is to set up a method of
identification of the molasses that is not used for human consumption or for
the further extraction of sugar,

This limitation seems undesirable because it will result in the inclusion of g
sizable proportion of * bluckstrap molasses” or molasses not used for human
consumption or for the further extraction of sugar, within the term *sugar.”
This inclusion will mean that the manufacturers and consumers of this com-
modity in a large domestic industry will have to carry a processing tax, g
result unintended md beyond the purpose of the act,

* Tonts made LY three of the largest users of blackstrap molusses disclose
that over a period of the lust 5 years the yearly points of highest sugar content
averaged were ¢4 percent, 62 pervcent, and 569 percent, vespectively, for the
three companies,”

Certein peculine conditions make this result extremely undesivable. It is
tvell known in the industry that any marked increase in the price of black-
strap molasses—such as might be produced—would result in an increased syn-
thetic production of industrinl alcohol, a competition restrained only by the
gost of productive machinery. To encourage this competition is to injure the
sugar farmer in his reliance on income from the blackstrap molasses industry.
Furthermore, any price increave will be refiected in the cost of cattle feed, a
staple and necessary product for the farm. The very presence of the exemp-
tion: is ample evidence of the desire of the -framers of this bill to avoid any
such infuvy to this industry. The faportant and determining characteristie ig
unot sugar content but utilization. 7he sugar content of the commodity is of no
importance as long as blackstrap molasses is not used for human consumption
or for the exiraction of sugar for human consumption. The definition sub-
mitted draws the Iine of distiaction accordingly to the purpose implicit in the
exemption,

IV, It is submitted further that the identification of molusses intended to
be exempt cun be accompifshed with greater facllity and fairness by administra.
tion rather than legislntion. The inclusion of this yardstick of sugar coutent
ax a matter of legistutive definition cominits the adninistration to a policy of
taxing a sizable proportion of a commodity that is beyond the intention and
marview of the legistution. It sets up a * rule of thumb ” that will be unwieldy
and expensive ns a matter of administration, It will mean that a testing ap-
parntus will have to be provided for the domestic production of this com.
modity.

The motive of thix limitation seems to be to prevent the escape from the
purview of the act of molasses which might be utilized for human consumption
or for the further extraction of sugar because of its high sugar content, The
protection afforded by such a limitation is illusory because molasses having a
sugar content below 55 percent could be utilized for human consumption and
the further extraction of sugar. See Summary of Tariff Information, 1920,
supra, on page 84, where duties are set up for edible molusses whose sugar
content may go as low us 48 percent. The tariff authorities have ficed an
analogous situation beenuse of a provision that blackstrap is to carry a lower
nitte than edible molasses, They allow the lower rate providing the impovter
declures that it is not imported to be commercinlly used for the extraction of
sugar or for human consumption, See Summary of Tariff Information, 1929,
supra. at page S4.

It !5 sabmitted (hat a:dministeative officials can accomplish  the  resalt
desived by the framers of the act through administeative regulations and weth-
ods of determinution of whether or not the commercially designated byproduct
of the can-sugar industry ts used for human consumption ov for the extraction
of sugar. It should be possible to administer an act contnining the nmeadeil
definition so as to effectively reach and inclwde all molasses which is used .
for functions compurable or competitive with sugar. At the same time the
administration could carry out the purpose of the exemption effectively und
fuirly by lenving outside the Agricultural Adjustment Act a byproduct of the
processing of sugarcane which s not used for human consumption or for the
further extraction of sugar,
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The Crairman. Mr. H. R. Bishop. Do you desire to put into t}xe
record some statement? L
Mr. Bisuor. I would like to pnt in a statement, and to be heard
r about 2 minutes. . .
fo'l‘he CramrMaN, All right, we will hear you for 3 minutes. ‘

' STATEMENT OF H. R. BISHOP, OF THE FIRM OF BUCKLEY &
- BUCKLEY

‘Mr. Bisuor. I represent certain raw-sugar producers of Puerto
Rico and the Puerg Rico Sugar Refinery, the largest refinery in
Puerto Rico. . L

I just have a few points I wish to make orally, and one of them
is that Puerto Rico is a Rart of the United States, and that the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration and the N.R.A. apply to
Puerte Rico. The question was raised before the House as to what
extent the people of the island were willing to go under the N.R.A.,
and I wish to tell this committee that about four months ago the
N.R.A. sent a deputy administrator down there. What he has ac-
complished, I do not know, but the people have been cooperating
with him and they are willing to cooperate with him. They ask ne
exemptions from the provisions of the N.R.A. any more than any
other part of the United States would. . )

As to the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, they are also
paying whatever processing taxes have been placed on the produets
which they have. )

I wish to make one or two more points, .

One is that the sugar industry is the backbone of the aconomic
life of Puerto Rico. : .

There seems to be a conspiracy on the part of the witnesses heve
to turn this committee into economic chiropractors, but that is the
gﬁst.uiaydto express it—that it is the backbone and economie life of

e island.

Puerto Rico is the sixth best customer of the mainland of the

United States, the sixth best world customer. It is the first cus-
tomer in Latin-America sections. That, too, takes in Mexico and
the Caribbean countries in South America, too.
The third point that I wish to make concerns quotas. The Presi-
dent’s quota of 821,000 for Puerto Rico. Senator Vandenberg made
the point on the Senate floor that that penalized them 160,000 short
tons instead of 50,000, as was apparent from the allotment that was
ﬂvqn them in the sugar agreement. Mr. Jose L. Pasquera, former
Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rico, who has just come to Wash-
ington, informs me that the present estimated crop for this year,
1933-84, will be 1,100,000 short tons, Those are not official figures,
but it will be in the neighborhcod of 1,000,000 tons, which means
that this quota would penalize Puerto Rico in the amount of approx-
imately 30 percent. '

. One other point, and that is this: Puerto Rico should not be con-
sidered with a foreign country. As this act is drawn, it is placed
with foreign countries, and those insular possessions to which the
original Agricultural Adjustment Act does not apply, and I wish to
file this statement with certain amendments that I propose, and I
thank you very much,
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STATEMENT MADE BY H. R, BIsEOP, o THE FIRM oF BUOKLEY & BUCKLEY, ON
BEgALyr oF CENTRAL CARIBE, CORPORATION AZUCARERA SOURI SUBICA, CENTRAL
BooacHIcA, CENTRAL MERCEDITA, (ENTRAL SAN FRANCISCO. PoRTO RIicay
ﬁum;wm SvoAR RerINERY, INcC., SUCOESSION SERALLES (ALL oF PuERmy

100

* "% Puerto Rico has no representative in the Senate—no Senator to protect its

back-hone interests—and if the Senate bill before us is enacted into law, thiy
comnittee as a whole and the Senate as a whole must recognize the. politieal
status of Puerto Rico, must recognize its economic and trade value to the
continental United States and act in a most-sympathetic manner toward the
island and must not act in any way that will bring about economic chaos in
the Island. The farmers of Puerto Rico anxiously await your decision, for
until the decision is known they are in the position of not knowing where *heir
future existence rests. These farmers, these producers, represent a goodly por-
tion of the island’s population. .

Puerto Rico has been a part of the United States for 35 years. The people of
the island are American citizens. The island itself, for all economic and po-
fitical purposes, is an extension of the United States, It is as much a part of
the United States as New Jersey, New York, or Connecticut. Its people are
proud of their status, proud to be under the United States flag, proud to remain
there and anticipate a future statehood. The 1,600,000 American citizens on the
island have been educated and trained in American principles and ideals. The
people of the island will stand or fall with the United States, will take the bad
;lvlth‘ the good and expect in return to recelve conscientious treatment at your

ands.
* Congress saw fit to extend the Agricultural Adjustmment Act and the Nationgl
Recovery Act to Puerto Rico. This fact is not true of al) of our other insular
possessions. These acts ave. in-effect in Puerto,;Rico and every effort is being
made to meet ‘the requirements vf ‘this new legishwtion, » '+~ ‘

There are just a few patent facts which I would like to leave with you for
your kind and earnest consideration:

1. Puerto Rico is an integral part of the United States and in the proposed
legislation before us must be considered on that basis, Any consideration
shown continental sugar interests must be in a stmilar manner extended to
Puerto Rico. )

2. Puerto Rico must be dealt with in a sympathetic manner by the Congress
of the United States. Its entire fate and future rests ln the hands of the
Congress of the United States and while removed many mfiles from the situs
of where its fate is being considered, at no time wmust its physical existence
be lost stght of, for You are dealing now with the economic future of a most
fmportant part of the United States. I might state at this point that the
sugar industry is the economic backbone of Puerto Rico,

3. Puerto Rico is the sixth best world customer of continental United States
.and I emphasize the word “world.,” , | . :

4. Puerto Rico is the best customer we have in our Latin American trade—
.and that includes Mexico, Central and South America, and the Caribbéan
countries. In order that Puerto Rico may continue in this position as an ex-
tremely valuable customer of continental ;United States, her sugar industry
must not be restricted to any great extent for as heretofore stated the sugar
Industry is the economic life blood of the island,

8. Practically all of the trade of Puerto Rico Is carried in ships flying the
United States flag.

6. On February 15, 1084, Senator Vandenberg stated on the floor of the
‘Senate that Puerto Rico is not penalized 50,000 short tons in the President’s
.allotment of 821,000 short tons, but is penalized on estimates of the 1933-34
crop at 160,000 tons. There is present in Washington. and he is ready to
testify before this committee, Mr, Jose L. Pesquera. former resident commis-
stoner of Puerto Rico, who has been sent up here by the farmers of Puerto
Rico and he has information in his possession to xhow that the 1933-34 crop
is estimated at 1,100,000 short tons, therefore Puerto Rico would be penalized
overm270.000 short tons by the President's allotment of over a 30-percent
.sacrifice,
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Puerto Rico graclously accepted at a great sacrifice 875,000 short tons of
gugar under the sugar stabilization agreement considered last autumn but
which was rejected by the Secretary of Agriculture. Now under the Presi-
dent's message 50,000 more short tons would be lopped off the quota of Puerto
Rico and if this is done it will severely handicap the future of the Island and
give rise immediately to fear and apprehension among the farmers and
producers of the Island.

7. In no event must Puerto Rico he grouped and considered with a foreign
country. It must be constantly borne in mind that Puerto Rico is a part of
the United States and you are dealing with the future of Amertcan citizens.

8. If quotas are to be fixed under this legislation, Puerto Rico must be given
a fair quota and in arriving at a quota, consideration must be made for those
years in which Puerto Rico suffered disastrous resuits to its sugar crop through
hurricanes and tornadoes. We do not believe that the figure of 821,000 short
tons named by the President takes this fact into consideration,

9. Whatever is collected in the nature of taxes to be levied on sugar from
Puerto Rico ghould be, by a specific mandatory provision in the law to be
enacted, returned to Puerto Rico for the general benefit of agriculture in the
{sland.

10. Lastly, please allow me to emphusize the fact that in Puerto Rico you
have an insular possession that must not only be considered in an agricultural
sense but must be dealt with in the light that the contiguous position of the
island makes it a most important factor in problems that concern our State
and War Departments.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SENATE BILL 2732

1. Section 3, page 6, add new paragraph (7):

“The word ‘ domestic ' as used herein means those areas of the United States
to which this act is made applicable by section 10 (f).”

The purpose to be accomplished by this amendment is merely one of defini-
tion and is submitted for that purpose.

2. Section 3, page 4, line 8, strike out the words  Territory of Hawaii,”

Line 9, strike out the wordg * Puerto Rico.”

The reason for proposing this amendment is that Hawaii and Puerto Rico
are two insudar possessions to which the Agricultural Adjustment Act is made
applicable by section 10 (f). They should, therefore, not be grouped with
foreign countries and those insular possessions which are expressly exempted
from the provisions of the act.

8. Section 8, page 4, after the comma following the word “ Florida ”, insert
wherever such word appears in said section the words “ Territory of Hawail
and “ Puerto Rico.” .

The reason for this amendment is similar to the reasons given for the second
amendment. Since Hawail and Puerto Rico are tngether with the continental
aress included as parts of the United States to which the Agricultural Adjust-
menlf Actt is applicuble, this grouping should be maintained jn any amendment
to the act. X X

4. Section 8, page 4, line 2, after the comma following the word * consumers *,
add the following words: “and so as Mot 'to prejudice, and to safeguard the
glteres,ts of sugar producers in the mainland and possessions of the United

tates,” )

This amendment is proposed in no spirit of selfishness but merely to insure
that proper consideration be given to the interests of the United States and
its possessions as against the interests of foreign countries.

5. Section 38, page 4, line 20, substitute colon for semicolon following the
word “allotments”, and add: -

“ Provided, That the Secretary of Agriculture shall make no orders or regu-
lations which would prejudice the Interests of sugar producers in the insular
posses?ioq;s of the United States, to the benefit of sugar producers of foreign
countries.

This amendment is proposed for the purpose of making certain that no unjust
discrimination is made in favor of any foreign country to the detriment of the
insular possessions of the United States,



204 SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES

¢. Section 3, page 5, line 12, substitute a colon for the peried following the
word * allotments ” and add: :

“ provided, 'That the Secretary of Agriculture shall make no owmlers or regu-
lations which would prejudice the Interests of sugar producers in the insular
possessions of the United States, to the benefit of sugar producers in the Cen-
tinental United States.”

This amendment is considered necessary in order to muke certain that the:
interests of the insular possessions of the United States will not be prejudiced
in order that the continental areas may be unduly bencfited at the expense of
the insular possessions.

7, Section 8, page 7, line 24, atter the words “ Philippine Islands”, add the
words * Puerto Rico,” .

This amendment is proposed because it is believed thut any processing tax
paid upon Puerto Rican raw sugar processed in the United States shoutd be
expended for the general benefit of agriculture in Puerto Rico, rather than
placed in the general fund to be distributed by the Department of Agriculture,

8. Section 8, page 3, line 2, add the words “the planting or” after the
word “ to.”

This amendment is proposed in order to give the Secretary of Agriculture
the necessary discretion to take into account hurricanes or other calamitous
happenings which might destroy or injure a crop.

9, Section 3, page 4, line 14, strike out the words * 1925-1933 " and insert in
lieu thereof * beginning July 1, 1925, to July 1, 1933, inclusive.”

This amendment is proposed because it brings the crop years to date. It fur-
ther places the periods involved on the same basis as those that we dealt with
during the long negotiations before a sugar stabilization agreement,

10. Section 3, page 5, line 6, strike out the words “1925-1038 " and iusert in
lieu thereof, * beginning July 1, 1925, to July 1, 1933, inclusive.”

This amendment is proposed because it brings the crop years to dwie. It fur-
ther places the perlods involved on the same basis as those that we dealt with
during the long negotiations for a sugar-stabilizetion agreement.

11. Section 3, page 5, line 8, strike out the words “ most representative” and’
fnsert in lieu thereof the word “ maximum,”

This amcndment would give an average of the maxitwum production and
that way the rights of no United States producer could be prejudiced.

12, Section 3, page 5, line 11, after the word “readjust”, add the words
“ but not lessen.”

This amendment is proposed for the reason that the proposed act as it now
reads would permit the Secretary of Agriculture to readjust quotas in any
way he saw fit. It would not be well to permit him to lessen any quota once
assigned, because of the hardship it might work on some area which would
have planted its crop in accordance with the quota assigned,

13. Section 3, page 5, line 12, strike out period and add:

“ Provided, That with respect to any sugar-producing arvea of the United
States or its possessions which, during the respective yeurs beginning July 1,,
1025, to July 1, 1938, inclusive, suffered from hurricanes or tornadoes, with
consequent injury to and loss of crops, the Secretary of Agriculture shall use
the two maximum production years in the respective years referred to in
determining such quotas.”

This amendment is proposed in order that consideration be given those arens
that suffered from hurricanes and tornadoes in determining quotas.

14. Sectlon 8, page 7, lines 20, 21, and 22:

Line 20. strike out the word “the” following the word * that.”

Line 21, strike out all of line 21,

Li;le 23.’ strike out the words “to decree that all or part of” and add the
word “all.”

This amendsnent is proposed so as to provide for a mandatory provision under
the law for the return to Puerto Rico of all taxes collected on sugar from Puerto

Rico.
The CuammMaN. The statement of Jules M. Burguieres is directed
to be placed into the record.
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STATEMENT OF JULES M. BURGUIERES ON BEHALF OF THE
FLORIDA SUGARCANE INDUSTRY, APPEARING FOR A COMMIT-
TEE OF THE STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, APPOINTED BY
THE GOVERNOR

Mr. Buneuieres. The Florida sugar industry is beset by the ills
occasioned by the de]lJression and is in favor of a plan that will assure
parity prices prevailing before the World -War. To that end it is
willing to cooperate along lines that will mean an adjustment of the
condittons that will bring about a proper relief to the domestic sugar
industry, without sacrificing the principle of United States markets
for the United States producers.

The Florida sugar industry believes that insofar as the establish-
ment of quotas for the domestic industry are concerned due regard
should be given to the position of the Florida industry as alread
set forth in hearings and statements before the Department of Agri-
culture, and respectfully calls attention of the Congress to the great
expenditure over many years and the investment already incurred,
the present production from which is not the correct basis in any
proposed plan of allotment.

The CuarMaN. The committee will adjourn until 10 o’clock Mon-
day morning, Feb, 26, 1934,

(Whereupon, at 1 p.m,, an adjournment was taken as above.)

2331 34— e 14






T0 INOLUDE SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR CANE AS BASIC
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES UNDER THE AGRICUL-
TURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1934

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Codyrrree oN FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, at 10 a.m., in room 312, Senate Office Building,
Senator Pat Harrison presiding.

Present: Senators Harrison (chairman), King, George, Walsh,
Barkley, Connally, Costigan, Clark, McAdoo, Byrd, Lonergan,
Keyes, La Follette, Jr., Hastings, and Walcott.

The CratrmMan. Is Mr. Mead in the room? Mr, Mead, how much
time do you think it would require you?

Mr. R. D. Mgav. I can finigh, I.think, Senators, in a half an hour.

The CrairmMaN. You do not think that you could finish in less
time than that?

Mr, Meap. I do not think so. It may be possible.

The ?CHAIRMAN. Didn’t you appear before the committee of the
House

Mr. Mieap. I appeared before the committee of the House, and
occupied about 25 minutes there—25 to 30.

The Crarman, I hope that you can finish within 20 minutes.

Mr. Meap. I will finish just as soon as I can, Senators.

STATEMENT OF R. D. MEAD, VICE PRESIDENT HAWAIIAN
SUGAR PLANTERS' ASSOCIATION

Mr. Mgap. My name is R. D. Mead, and I am the vice president of
the Hawaiian Sugar Planters’ Association. which is a voluntary
cooperative organization of all of the sugar plantations and sugar
producers of the Territory of Hawaii.

In order that there may be no confusion in the minds of the
members of the committee, I desire briefly to touch upon the status
of Hawaii. Hawaii is incorporated Territory of the United States
and an integral part thereof. It was so declared in the treaty be-
tween the Government of the United States and the Republic of
Hawaii, in 1897, reaffirmed by an act of Congress and by decisions
of the Supreme Court, Thereafter Hawaii was organized as a Terri-
tory of the United States, and now occupies the same status as many
of the Western States formerly occupied. Utah, Colorado, Wyo-
ming, Montana, Idaho, New Mexico, and Oklahoma were all incor-
porated Territories of the United States, and occupied the same
position, at one time, that Hawaii now occupies.

207
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Senator Kixg. I think there is no controversy about that, Mr,
Mead.

Mr. MEeap. Yes, Well, the——

Senator Kixa. May I say that I was the one that offered the first
vesolution in Congress, when I was a young chap, for the annexation
of Hawaii, in 1897. ' :

Mr, Meap, Well, you have always been very friendly toward
Hawaii, and we tremendously appreciate it, but the point I want to
make is that in this legislation, and in any general legislation of
Congress, there can be no discrimination against the Territory of
Hawaii. The same yardstick that measures any adjustment of this
sugar problem must be applied to Hawaii equally as it is applied to
any part of the United gtates. I shall also touch briefly upon the
difference in the status between Hawaii and Puerto Rico, and the
Philippines. Puerto Rico and the Philippines are territory of the
Unite({ States, but are not incorporated territory. Congress has
unlimited power over those islands. You may place any tax you
please upon their products. Youn may put import duties upon-their
woducts,  You may eliminate them as a part of the United States,
if you see fit. The Constitution and laws of the United States apply
to Hawaii. without question. So far as Puerto Rico and the Philip-
p}inos are concerned, they apply only insofar as Congress applies
them.

It was not long ago that a Puerto Rican, who was a citizen of the
United States. demanded a jury trial, relying upon his constitutional
rights, The Nupreme Court held that he was nct entitled to a jury
trinl because the Constitution in that particular had not been applied
by (‘ongl'oss to Puerto Rico; so there i1s a wide difference in the status
of the Territory of Hawaii, incorporated territory, and an integral
part of the United States; and Puerto Rico and the Philip%)ines,
possessions of the United States. Hawaii is strictly an agricultural
country. '

We have two primary industries, sugar and pineapples, of which
sugar is predominant. Our plantations are capitalized at approxi-
mately $165,000,000. We have nothing, or comparatively nothing
in the way of bond issues and preferreci stock. It is all American
capital, and the plantations are all owned, controlled, and operated
by Americans, .

Senntgr Kixg. That German company was fully liquidated in your
country

Mr, Meap. It was fully liquidated, yes, sir; during the war.

We have on our plantations approximately 54,000 laborers, em-
ployees, a total population, however, living on_the plantations and
in the plantation houses, of about 101,000. It varies, 101,000 to
102,000 people. Their earnings average around $1.80 per day, in
addition to which we furnish them with houses, hospital, and med-
ical treatment, fuel. and water without charge. That is estimated
by the Department of Labor to be about $28 per month cost to the
plantations per laborer, so that we are paying to our laborers, in
Hawaii, a far greater wage than the average farm laborer on the
mainland.

Senator Kixe. How do the costs of living there compare with the
costs of living here?
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Mr. Meap. The costs of living ave far less. In addition to these
things, where there are plantation stores—and nearly all of the plan-
tations have them—the laborers are allowed to purchase their staples
at cost.

Senator Kine. Arve they compelled to?

Mr. Mran. No; they are not. We provide them with continuous
employment through the year. There is no such thing on the planta-
tions as seasonal employment and the discharge of men at the end
of any harvesting season. They go right through. For some time
pust, we have been not experimenting, but we have been trying to
make conditions upon the plantations so very attractive to the
younger generation as to start a movement from the cities back to
the soil, to reverse the process which has been going on for many
years on the mainland, and we are meeting wi'fn considerable suc-
cess, and eventually hope to be able to have an entirely resident popu-
lation on the plantations, without the shifts which we have been
suffering from for so many years,

The plantations had been very carefully financed. When there
had been prosperous years, they have retired their bonds and laid
aside reserves, so that when the lean years have come along, as they
have more recently, we have been able to make some slight return
to our stockholders, in the way of dividends.

Senator CosticaN, Mr, Mead, have you any figures showing the
average wage paid to the workers on the plantations ! '

Mr. Meap. Yes. The figures which the plantations themselves
have given me, and which I know about, are a little bit higher than
the statements in this report which I am referving to. It is a report
on labor conditions in the Territory of Hawaii, 1929-30, by the
United States Department of Labor, Bulletin of the United States
Bureau of Labor Statistics, No. 534. I will read two or three para-
graphs of this, Senator Costigan. This is the official report, as [
say, of the Department of Labor: ~

The average carnings of those doing the short-term contract work, was
$1.85 per day, for adult males, The average earnings of long-term contractors
was 2,07 per day for adult muales. The avernge earninigs of day lahovers,
ranged by kinds of work, from $1.08 to $3.53 per day, for adult males, The
above rates do not fnclude thie rental value of homes nor the value of fuel,
witter, medical and hospital services, furnished by the plantations without
cost to the employees, ‘

Now, if this is not in the report——

Senator CostigaN. The number of days is not given?

Mr. Mean. No. The number of days is not given, though there
are tables in this report, which I will not try to present. '

Senator Costiean. It represents short-term contracts?

Mr. Mean. Well, you sce that needs some explanation. Practically
all the work on our plantations is piecework. 1 suppose that not
over 5 percent of our laborers are on a daily wage basis. We con-
tract for the work, as you would contract for the building of a
house, and the laborer earns what his industry brings him, particu.
larly in the cultivation contracts and the harvesting contracts.

Senator Crark. How many sugar plantations are there in Hawaii?

Mr. Meap. There are about 42, Senator?

Senator Crark. What is the average acreage?
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Mr. Mean, Well, T do not know, sir, what the average acreage
would be. There is altogether planted in sugarcane about 250,000
acres, of which about 130,000 are harvested every year. In addition
to these employees who are directly engaged in the production of
sugar, there are probably 100,000 more people in the territory who
are directly or indirectly dependent upon the sugar industry. Fur-
thermore, we have at Crockett. Calif., a refinery owned by 33 of
the plantations of Hawaii. producing approximately 80 percent of
the total quantity of sugar, which employs 1,500 men and women,
and supports the village of Crockett, having a population of approx.
imately 5,000, The basic wage rate in that refinery is 50 cents an
hour, which is higher, I believe, than any basic wage fixed in any
N.R.A. code.

Senator Crark. Can you tell us, Mr, Mead, what proportion of the
Hawaiian sugar is refined in that refinery?

Mr. Meap. I believe that we refine about 600,000 tons, or 550,000
tons to 600,000 tons in that refinery. One hundred and twenty thou-
sand tons, I believe. go to the Western Sugar Refining Co. in San
Francisco, and the balance of it comes East, to the eastern refineries,

Senator Barkrey, What proportion would that be of the total
Hawaiian production?

My, Mean, The total produtcion of Hawaii is around a million
tons. Our average for tlw last 3 vears has been 1.018.000 tons, and
if 600,000 tons go to Crockett. it would be about 60 percent.

The Caammax. Is any of it refined in Hawaii?

Mr, Mean. We refine none of it in Hawaii. The Honolulu plan-
tation has a bone-char refinery and produces about 40,000 to 45.000
tons of refined sugar,

The Cramman, Is that a new institution?

Mr. Mean. No: it is not a new institution. The Honolulu planta-
tion was ostablished. if I am correct, around 1900, somewhere in
that vicinity, establishing from the very beginning a refinery. 1
would also call your attention to the fact that all of our sugar and
all of the shipments from the mainland to Hawaii are carried in
American vessels, It has been one of the greatest incentives toward
the building up of an American merchant marine. The payments
to rail and water carriers in 1932, for Hawaiian sugar, raw and
refined, was very close to $9.000.000—%8.800,000 and some odd,

I would like now. Mr. Chairman, to speak on the bill itself. I
have been unable to find any relation between the recommendations
in the President’s message, insofar as quotas are concerned, and the
bill itself, and I wish it might be understood by the members of the
committee, and particularly by Senator Costigan. that in criticizing
the bill I am not in any way offering any criticism of the Senator,
His knowledge of the sugar business is too great, and his keen and
analytical mind, I am sure. would never have led him to have written
some of the provisions of this pending measure, I cannot imagine
that he has done so. The President’s message states:

The Secvetary of Agriculture should be given authority to license retiners

and importers and handlers to buy and sell sugnr from the various producing
areas, only in the proportlon which recent murketings of such arens hear
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. to the total United States consumption, The average marketings of the past
3 yeurs provide, on the whole, an equitable basis.

The average marketings of the last 3 years, on a raw sugar basis,
consumed in the United States, were—I will go in the order in which
they are on this table—for the beet area, 1,342,600 tons; for con-
tinental cane, 227,000 tons; for Puerto Rico, 817,000 tons; for Ha-
waii. 985,000 tons; for the Philippines, 1,032,500 tons; Virgin
Islands, 3,500 tons; Cuba, 1,934,500 tons.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me see that.

Mr. Meap, This is the raw-sugar basis, as you understand. The
only instance of a reduction of our marketings is in the case of
Hawaii. The President’s message speaks of 935,000 tons, and our
marketings, deliveries on the continent, were 993,500, Everyone
else. every other area, gets a boost, and we get a reduction.

The biﬁ itself provides that the Secretary of Agriculture may
take any 3 of the last 8 years of deliveries, by any of the producing
areas in the United States. Those 8 years, in Cuba. of those 8 were
the highest amounts of sugar, the largest quantities of sugar, that
Cuba had ever shipped to the United States, If we should take the
average of the years 1926, 1927. and 1929 for Cuba, we would have
an allotment to Cuba of 3,680,000 tons. That is what the Secretary
of Agriculture could take as the Cuban quota., under the powers
which you propose to give him in this bill. * By taking any 3 of the
last 8 years—and Mr, Tugwell and Mr, Ezekiel and all the other
members of the Department of Agriculture stated that that was the
object, to take any 3 of the 8 years—not the last 3 years, as the Presi-
dent states, but any 3 of the 8 years—you could give Cuba more than
half of what we now consume, and you could reduce the rest of us, in
the case of Hawaii, to 750,000 tons; the beet area to a million tons;
Puerto Rico to around 500,000; and the Philippines to 450,000, That
would be the result, if the Secretary desired to exercise the powers
which this bill proposes to give himy and I say that it is wrong.
You have got to fix definite quotas in your measure in order that the
various producing areas shall know what they can market in the
United gtatos in any year. _

The CHamMAN. So far as Hawaii is concerned. Mr. Mead, it is
pretty well stabilized as to what they produce, isn't it?

Mr. MEeap. Yes. Since 1928 our production has been very well
stabilized.

The ChairmaN. Pretty well stabilized? And the only influence
upon vour production is the seasons?

Mr. Meap. Yes; seasons, and better canes and better methods.

The CHARMAN. Yes.

Mr. Meap. But the area under cultivation in Hawaii, the sugar-
cane area. is stabilized. We have no more acreage. In Hawaii it
takes us 24 months to produce a crop. We are now planting and
ratooning the cane which will come off in 1936. We will be given
a quota for this year, under the powers of the Secretary. and then
comes aldng 1985, and the Secretary says, * Cuba wants another
million tons market in the United States. They will buy a few
more pails of lard and a couple more hunks of side meat, and we
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are going to give them a million tons. Your production is going
to be cut down. Your marketings are going to be cut down to
700,000.”

We have cane in the ground to produce 1,080,000, or, say, 1,060,000
tons, which will be our crop for this year. The money, the labor,
all the expense of producing that, has gone into the crop, and we
are simply to wipe that out and abandon it. We cannot harvest the
cane, e cannot market the sugar from the cane. That. gentle.
men, may very well cause bankruptcy for several of the plantations
that I could name you right now. It would be a most disastrous
thing—most disastrous. It just cannot be done, Our recommenda-
tion 1s that the quotas shall be fixed and determined in the bill. with
a provision that in the event of any increases or decreases in con-
sumption that the quotas shall be increased or decreased pro rata
among all the producing areas.

If you can give us a definite, fixed amount that we can rely upon
from year to year, then we will know how to plan our crops and
know what we can do. You must also, it seems to me, provide for
reserves for sugar. In the event of a crop failure in Cuba, or any
other producing area, serious enough to materially reduce produc-
tion, you would then have a run-away market, without question,
You must have some cushion to take up any crop failure which may
occur during any of the periods where quotas are fixed.

The Cuairman. Well, now, on that suggestion, how much would
you fix as a quota for Hawaii?

Mr. Meap. A quota for Hawaiit

The CHAIRMAN, Yes,

Mr. Meap, Well, Mr. Chairman, we are fucing, here, a condition
and not a theory. You know and I know, and all the rest of us
know that the conditions in Cuba are such that something must be
done, If something is not done to restore Cuba, we will have
anarchy there and M. de Cespedes’ administration would not be worth
a plugged nickel, and there will be United States intervention, which
we all wish to avoid. Now, it is not pleasant to say that we will
sacrifice anything. It is not at all pleasant, and it is not at all
satisfactory to us to do so, but we will take the President’s quotas if
they are applied to all other producing areas, with the provision that
increases or decreases shall be taken up pro rata. In that, I say
that we are suffering the freatest decrease, on the average of the
3 vears. The big quota of 1,450,000, mentioned in the President's
message, is 100,000 tons more than the average of 3 years. The
Cunban quota is—the Senator has the figures—the Cuban quota is
larger than the average of the 3 years, by some thousands of tons,
I do not know just how much, and the Hawaiian quota is 60,000 tons
le~s than its average over the last 3 years, If this bill goes through,
giving the Secretary these powers, it is a direct indication to every
American producer to salvage his property and go down to Cuba,
where he is going to get preferred treatment—a direct invitation.

Senator Barkrey. Well, how do you assume that the Secretary, in
exercising the authority to fix quotas, would do otherwise than as
suggested by the President in the quotas which you have mentioned?

r. Meap. If he will do that, that is quite satisfactory, but that is
not the bill. The bill says he may take any 3 of the last 8 years.
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. Now, under that provision, sir, he can give Cuba 3,680,000 tons,
taking the 3 highest years of exports from Cuba that Cuba has ever
known. '

Senator McApoo. Mr. Mead, suppose the quotas that are men-
tioned in the President’s message, here, were established as the basis
in the bill; would that, in your opinion, be satisfactory.

Mr. Meap. Not satisfactory, sir, but as & compromise; yes.

Senator Crark., Well, Mr. Mead, as I understand it your complaint
is that the President, in his message, recommends a quota for Cuba
of 1,944,000 short tons?

Mr. Meap. Yes.

Senator CrLark. Which is on the basis of the average of the last
8 years? '

Mr. Meap. Yes.

Senator CLark. But that this bill would authorize, in the discretion
of the Secretary of Agriculture or some other bureaucrat down there,
an allotment to Cuba of 3,000,000¢

Mr. Meap. Three million six hundred eighty thousand tons. Ex-
actly. that is what I am objecting to. -

Senator CostieaN. And your comments are based on the assump-
tio:ll .thz;t he will use to the extreme the discretionary powers vested
in him?

Mr. Meap. Exactly. I don't say that the Secretary of Agriculture
would be unfair. I am not criticizing him, but I say that when you
put powers like this in a bill, you must assume that they will be
exercised, otherwise, don’t"piat them in the bill.

Senator CosticaN. That ussum%tion, however, is inconsistent with
the President’s message, is it not, Mr, Mead ?

Mr. Mean. It is inconsistent with the President’s message, sir, but
it is directly in line with the testimony which we had before the
House commiittee by the Department of Agriculture experts.

Sena?tor Cost16AN. You mean as to the powers vested in the Sec-
retary ¢

Mr. Mzan. Yes,

Senator Costicax. Or as to the manner in which the Secretary
intends to use them?

Mr. Meav. They said distinetly that they would take any 3 of the
& years which they chose to take. Now, what other assumption can
vou go upon than that they will take the best of the 8 years for
Cuba, especially when we have Dr. Ezekiel on the stand, who told
us of the thousands, millions of acres of American production that
would be taken by Cuba? Mr. Weaver was not confused when he
gave his testimony.

Senator Barkrey. If the President’s suggestions shall not be writ-
ten into the bill so as to fix by legislation a definite quota, what would
be your reaction to the suggestion that instead of giving them a
period of 8 years you cut down the period to 3 or 5¢

Mr. Mzeap. If you cut down the period to the last 3 years. that is
satisfactory to me.

The Cuairman. Of course, if you cut it down to the last 3 years,
those were the 8 years in which we had the greatest production in the

- United States ?

Mr. Meap. Yes, sir.

The Cuairman. And also in Hawaii, I think.
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Mr. MEap. Yes, sir.

The CramryaN. And showed the smallest production in Cuba?

M. Meap. Yes, sir—and shows a marked reduction from the beet-
sugar tonnage. ,

Fhe Cuairman, A marked increase in the sugar-beet production?

Mr. Meap. Well, if the President’s quota is 1,450,000, that is an

increase on the sugar beet ?
~ “The Cramman. That is an increase.

Mr. MEap. Yes,

The CHamrman, 1933, beets, 1,366 000 short tons produced, and
that was the largest that had been produced, according to thess
figures, or any figures that I have seen.

Mr. Meap, Yes; that is correci. The amendment which we pro-
pose is as follows: To amend section 3, on pages 4 and 5, by striking
out, after the word “ respectively ”, in line 10, on page 4, the re.
mainder of such section, to and including line 18 on page 5, and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

Aund/or from marketing in the current of, or in competition with, or so as to
burden, obstruct, or in any way affect interstate or foveign commerce, sugar
manufactured from sugar beets and/or sugarcane prodnced In the continental
United States beet-sugar producing area, the State of Louisiana, the State of
IMlorida, and any other State or States, in amounts in excess of the followiug
quotas for each 12 months herveufter beginning February 1, 1934—

Or any other time you may fix—

until such time as, pursuant to section 13 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
title I therveof shull wholly cease to be in effect, or be terminated with respect
to sugar as a basie agricultural commodity, to wit:

Tons
ContineEntR] DOOT QLR e v e e e e e o 1. 450, 000
Loufstann and FLor A o oo oo e 260, 000
HAWAEE - e e e e m 0935, 000
Puerto RICO- oo o e ———— 821, 000
Philippine ISIRNAS. o e e e e e 1, 037, 000
DA e e e e e e e 1, 944, 000
Virgin IslandS- oo = e o = e o et 8, 000

The quota of each producing area shall consist only of sugar produced in
such area directly or indirvectly from sugar cane or beets grown in such aren
amd shall be computed on a raw-sugar basis of short tons of 2,000 pounds,
Provided, that all direct consumption sugar imported into continental United
States from any area outside thereof shall be charged agninst the quota for such
aven at thé rate of 107 pounds of raw sugur for every 100 pounds of direct
consumption sugar.

The Secretary of Agriculture may, by order or regulations, allot such quotas
from time to tiL,'e among the processors, handlers of sugar, and others, and
from time to time readjust such allotments; provided, however, that nothing in
this act contained shall he deemed to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to
require that the quota of uny sugar beets or raw cane sugar produced by any
producer or group of producers und which can be processed or refined at any
processing plant or plants, or any refinery or refineries, owned or controlled hy
him or them, shall be sold or delivered to, or shall be processed or refined af,
any other processing plant or refinery unless the said producer or group of
producers shall so consent,

That is to cover particularly our case. Of course, it covers all cases,
but particularly our own refinery. The California-Hawaii refinery is
just as much a part of the Hawaiian sugar industry as any of the
pumps out there, for instance, on the plantations, It is owned and
controlled by them, and we wish to have the privilege of processing,
refining our own sugar in our own plant, without its being allotted to
some other refinery.
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1t the Secretury of Agriculture at any time after this act tukes effect shall find
that due to changes in production or consumption of sugar the total quantity of
sugar available for consumption in continentnl United States is inadequate or
excessive, he may pro rata increase or deerense the quotias of all aveas as fixed
i the preceding paragraph in order that a proper total quantity of sugar may
thereafter be availuble for consumption, and for Mke cause may from time to
time thereafter in like manner change such quotas,

Those are the principal amendments which I have to suggest.
There are other amendments which should be considered by the con-
mittee, such as having reserves set up to take care of a situation so
that there will be no run-away markets; to take cave of crop pro-
ductions; but those are the principal things, that goes to the gist
of it, and in rewriting the bill, I have no doubt that Senator Costigan
and others wiil find that there are other amendments which they will
consider quite as essential, but I do insist that the quotas shall be fixed
and determined, so that there can be no question as to what we can do
with the cane after we plant it, whether we are going to be able to
harvest it and market it, or whether we have to throw it away. I
think that is all, Mr, Chairman, that I have to say.

The CrarMaN. Thank you very much.

Mr. Meap. I have tried to restrain myself,

Senator CosticaN. Mr. Chairman, may I at this time offer for
the record a radio message received by me on February 14, from Mr.
J. W. Waldron, vice president and trustee of the Hawaiian Sugar
Planters’ Association; also a memorandum received by air mail, as
indicated in the radio message: the memorandum dealing with sug-
gested sugar uotas as outlined in the message of the President to the
Congress?

The Cuaman. Without objection, they will be placed in the

record.
Hon~ovLvrv., February 14, 1934,
Senutor CosTIGAN,
Senate Office Bullding, Washington, D.C,;

Upon receipt of President’s message I sent you a letter by air mail which
should arrive Snturday morning setting forth our views, Have now seen text of
bil and understand there is a hearving Friday. Would like to stress to yon
the following: (1) Hawaili an integral part of United States and therefore
entitled te snme trentment as continental producers; (2) the faet that quotas
should be fixed on uverage of the lust 3 years' production and not be subjeet to
change by Secretary of Agriculture, especially as our erop of 1935 is already
growing and part of 1936 started: ¢3) necessary adjustment to meet increased
consumption to he prorated among domestic producers and decreased con-
sumption he prorated among all, It heurings extended and car arrive in thne
some of us hope to come to Washington. Meanwhile, trust you will extend all
courtesies to our representative, My excuse for troubling you is the vital
importance of thiv matter to Territry of Huwali,

J. W. WaLDRON.

MEMO ON THE SUGGESTEN SUGAR QUOTAS AS OUTLINED IN THE MESSAGE OF THE
PRESIDENT TO THE CONGRESS

Quotas—The following temporary quotas are proposed (all short tons of
2,000 pounds) :

Continental beet SUBNE c o .. ce oo ceiecae e e cm———— 1, 450, 000
Loulsiann and FLor AR, oo et e e 260, 000
AWl et e e mm— e e ———— 935, 000
Puerto RICU. oo e ccm e e e a—————— 821, 000
P INes e c————aem e —— 1,037, 000
CObR e e ————————— e e e e 1, 944, 000

VPG TRMUNAS o e et e e e e e e 5, 000
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United States beet sugar—Beet sugar produced in the United States is al.
lowed 1,450,000 short tons,

It is estimated (Willett and Gray) that the 1933-34 production will be
1,450,000 long tons or 1,624,000 short tons This is the lurgest crop by 244,000
long tons that the domestic beet sugar industry has ever produced, the next
largest crop being 1,206,356 lung tons, or 1,351,484 short tons in 1932-33,

Beet sugar is planted every year, gso that the announcement iy in anple time
for this year's (1934) planting. The proposed quota for beets is therefore 3
liberal one considered on past performances, l.e. it is above anything heretofore
produced excepting the present crop which is now being manufactured.

Louislana and Florida —Allowed a quota of 260,000 short tons.
lJ'l‘he crop of 1932-33 was (Willett and Gray) 231.035 long tons or 258,759
short tons,

The estimated production (Witlett and Gray) for 1933-34 is 223,000 long tons
or 252,000 short tons,

It would seem from these figures that the quota of 260,000 would take care
of these erops, but in fairness it must be stated that Louisiana has produced
in 1913-14, 208,837 long or 300,537 short tons.

Pucrto Rico—Allowed a quota of 821,000 short tons,

The crop of 1932-33 was 744,918 long (Willett and Gray) or 834,308 shovt tons,

The estimated crop of 1933-34 (Willett and Gray) is given as 876,000 long or
681,120 short tons.

It would appear that Puerto Rico will suffer by a decrease of the present
crop of 160,000 short tonx, One, of course, must point out that Puerto Rico hag
great advantages over Hawaii inusmuch as it does not puy Federal income
taxes, and has all customs revenues returned, ete. The curtaliment or lossg
of 160,000 short tons will, of course, be a serious tnatter as the crop of
1082-33 was damuged by a cyclone and was 141,000 long tons less than that
of 1931-32.

Virgin Islands.—Allowed a quota of 5,000 short tons,

The 1932-33 crop was 4,230 long (Willett and Gray) or 4,737 short tons,

The estimated production (Willett and Gray) for the 1933-3¢ crop is T/HM
long or 7,840 short toms, so that the Virgin Islands wilt suffer,

Philippines.—Allowed a quota of 1,037,000 short tons.

The Philippines have bheen constantly increasing their crops during the puast
10 years; in fact, it i~ their increase which has done morve than anything else
o' anyone else to incrense the sugar produced under the flag of the United
Statcs, They have been constantly warned what would happen, but have always
stuted that their last ¢crop was the limit of production possible. General Waood,
in one of his last speeches, said: “ The Philippine Islands can produce 5,000,000
tons of sugur.”

The production has heen (Willett and Gray) :

}
Consumed in the
Production ! United States

Year i
. i
Long tons | Short tons | Long tons : Short tons

232,701 | 200,602 [ceoonooees. feeanmssrenan
d0.706 | 40,100 TURIR A TR0, 20

1020-27. . . 054,346 | 434, 542 | 86, 087
192798, oL LIl 622,701 | 697,428 | 476,071 | 533,199
102829, L0007 LTI 740,087 | 520,005 | 404, 601 677, 041
1929-30. 773,674 | 800,514 | 670,206 0 751,851
1030-31. . T 7e2322 | 876,200 o008 | 7el. 864
i Sl plem dest | gl

............................................. + 140, ) WO&) ' 1] H , 0s
1933-34 1 . 1, 400, 000 000 NSO SRRSO

! Estimated.

It would xeem that while the allotted quota will not take carve of the estimated
crop of this year by a large margin, that the quota allowed is more than gen-
erous considering that the Philippines have all the advantages of taviff but
none of the disadvantages which United States beets, Louisiana and Florida
and Hawail cane have, viz: henvy income taxes, all duties on imports, hags, cte,
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The Philippines ship thefr sugar under any flug and it is reported they
get a rate from the Philippine Islands to New York at a rate very littie in excess
of that from ITawali to San Francisco,

Ccuba.—There has been so much misleading propagaunda in relation to Cuba
stch as * Cubn won the war with its sugar”, * Cuban sugar production wus
fnerensed at the insistence of the United Stules.”  These statements are not

true. .
We have the following productions on the island (W, & G.):

Lony tong Long tonsg

1913-14 .. ——— S 2007782 | 1718 e e 3, 446, 083

1914100 e e —— 2,002,067 | 101839 L oL = 971,776

B E1) T (1 50U 3,007,910 | 1922-23_ ... e ——— e 3,602,110

101010 e 3,023,720 | 192428 .. 85,125, 970

With one intervening year, 1924, Cuba inereased its crop nearly 50 percent
and in doing so cut the price of sugar from 5.24 conts to 256 cenis, or over
50 percent.

(uba plays up the Immense loss of trade with the United States. alwnys
citing the year 1920 which is known in Cuba as * the year of the dance of the
millions , & year when sugar averaged 11.355 cents per pound, renching a high
of 20.68 cents per pound. In that year Cuba’s business was:

Bxports to United StnteS v o e e $620, 859, VU0
Imports from United States_. oo .o e meceee e ———— 404, 386, 000
Balance in favor of Cubfeaee-.. e ——— e ——e 292,473, 000

Insofar as one can ascertain from official figures, the Cuabans, from 1904 to
1932, inclusive, n period of 29 years, have a balance of trade in their favor of
the immense sum of $2.336,795,000, or an avernge of $50.000.000 per annum,

We believe that the very best way to help Cuba is in some manner to return
to them the $10 per ton prefevence which they should have cnjoyed under their
preferential tariff. Cuba needs help, it is true, but should a domestic industry
be sacrificed to give that help? If the sugar duty against the world, 2,5 cents
per pound, is lowered always remember the 8,000,000 or so tons in Java just
waiting o be sold at almost any price. Give Cuba a preference, but see she
gots that preference as what she has done in the past is just to lower the duty
by the amount of the preference,

Hairaii—~Allotment 935,000: The production of the Hawaifun Islands has
been during the past 3 years:

- S

Willett & Gray Hawaiian

* Sugar

Aleintg‘rs
7 ssociation
Long tons | Short tons short tons
103 et ciaunnccocranrssacenccssnantaconssaaasnncasscsnceaccannaran 889, 544 966, 289 003, 787
17 . S 015,493 | 1,025,362 1,026,354
1 2 L 924, 595 | 1,036, 546 1,035, 848
1034 (established) . ue. . oo e e i, 010,000 | 1,029,280 | 1,050,000

The proposed quota cuts into Hawait to the tune of, say, 100,000 tons, which,
with sugar at 3 cents per pound, means $6,000,000-1css income to the Tevritory.

Hawali is an integral part of the United States and is entitled to the same
treatment as that meted out to continental beet or cane sugar.

Beet sugar has a quota exceeding its highest production excepting the 1933-34
“rop.

Louisiana and Florida has a quota exceeding its estimated crop of 1934.

Why should Hawaii, who pays all the taxes paid by the beet States, Louisiana
and Florida, whose contributions to the United States Treasury has consistently
been greater than that of 18(?) States, be treated so differentiy? Is it fair or
Just to so treat us? We claim it is not.

1 Uniteq States entered the war Apr. 6, 1917,
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In what manner will it help to cut Hawait $6,000,000, plus tuxes, ete.. thereon,
with the consequent loss of trade, wages, ete,, in order to give it to Cuba und/or
the DPhilippines? Does not charity begin at home?

Beet sugar is planted every year, so any size crop ean be planued for.

Hawaii's crop of 1934 was started in 1932, and we have in the ground toduy
three crops growing. viz, the crop of 1934, 1935, and 1936,

Our incrensed yleld hux not moeant increased acrenge, as we have reached the
Hmit of available acreage years ago, It has been brought nbout hy better
methods of cultivation, fertilization. ete. ‘

In the matter of guotas allowed we feel we have been unjustly discriminated
against as an integral pure of the United States,

We understand there is @ clause in the bitl which gives the Secretarvy of
Agriculture the choice of any yeurs between 1926 and 1933, It this is so. he
can eut Hawali to 800,000 short tons, the beet to 933,000 short tons, and incrense
or decrease any quota he may wish,

O.ae cannot discuss the processing tax because one does not at this writing
understand just what is planned. But why should Hawaii be excluded from
its benefits?  Could one point out that sugar is one of the cheapest commodities
in the world? It reached an all-time low of 057 cents, or 2,57 cents duty paid,
in 1932, so one cannot quite understand the reference in the President’s message
to helping the consumer, when the consuner has been buying sugar lower during
the past fow years than ever before in history.

Quotay and consumption—Willett & Gray give the consumption of =ugar b
the United States during the nuast 3 years: .

Long tons | Short tons

1081 . e ceen cmemcmeme et et e ireartnnarnsannannnnesoanaaaa] 0,475,204 6,132,228
7 2 P e 5, 213, 961 8, 830, 636
T = g s RSO 5, 270, 366 5,902, 810
TOLAL. - anecean e ceeeeccerae e st iaeeaa cctaeairraeeanaanennneeaenoa.| 18,900,831 | 17,874,674
g X < Y S O O U R 1,318, 844 5, 058, 225

The beet sugar is refined and a certain amount of the above tonnige also
enters in the form of refined sugar, If we allot thesc sugars a tonnage of
1,500,000 long or 1,680,006 short tons then about 4,278,225 short tons would
he hi the form of raw sugar which would have to be refined, so we would
have in terms of 906° sugar,

AVErfnge 88 UDOVe oo e e e e e 998, 225
Add 7 percent oN LW SWEAN . e mmcmac e cma e ————— 20, 475
Consumption on raw basis. oo 6, 257, 700
Allotment Proposed oo oo Lol e ———— G, 412, 000
Allotment over CconsMINEION ..o e e e 104, 300

Or an average of 14,300 tons which would further cut IHawaii’s tonnage
around 3 percent or 28,050 short tons. or reducing our quota to 907,000 short
tons or 143,000 short tons less than the estimated crop we are now harvesting,

Senator Costicax. Mr, Mead, do yon wish to comment on this
message or this memorandum?

Mpr. MEean., No, sir: I do not at this time.

The Cramyan., Mr. Lowe, how much time do you desirve?

My, Lowe. T think I have hoiled this down to a point where, with-
out interruption. I can get through in less than 20 minutes.

The Ciamyax, Very well. Go ahead.

STATEMENT OF JOHN W, LOWE. JR., MANAGER OF THE REVERE
SUGAR REFINERY OF BOSTON, MASS.

Mr. Lowe. My name i< John W, Lowe, T am the manager of the
Revere Sugnr Refinery of Boston, T represent the Revere Sugar
Refinery and its parent company. the United Fruit Co.
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We have invested in the sugar business in the United States,
Cuba, Honduras, and Jamaica, substantially over $60,000,000. My
job in the sugar business, for a little under 25 years, has been to
exercise control and to actively })artlcipate in the production of
approximately 6,000,000 pounds of refined sugar. In the past few
months there have appeared in the press and in magazines and
articles statements to the effect that the United States sugar refiner-

‘jes were n backward and unprogressive group; that we use antique
and obsolete processes; and I do not believe it would be necessary
to answer these statements, if it were not for the fact that they have
found their way into at least one important department of this
administration. ‘

Mr. Chairman, for 24 years my “bread and butter ¥ and that of
my associates has beeii to examine carefully—and I have had con-
tinually under my supervision—and I am a chemist—a laboratory
of between 10 and 30 men to examine carefully into every conceiv-
able Process, and to do everything that we can to reduce our costs,
to adopt new processes when they are shown to be true and good
processes,

The statement was made here Saturday that some of these new
processes will save us, if we would adopt them. somewhere between
20 and 30 cents a hundred pounds. Gentlemen, anybody who can
yrove to us that he can save us, not.20 or 30 cents a hundred pounds,

ut 1 or 2 cents per hundred pounds, has a customer right here; he
is just the man we are looking for; but we do not buy these processes,
and I do not invest my company’s money on the basis of advertising
claims or sales tallk. Enough claims have come over my desk during
my experience, in regard to new processes, fuel savings, so that if
they were true we should use our boiler house as a coal mine. and
it would cost us much less than nothing to produce onr refined sugar.
We settle these things on the basis of the scientifie. substantiated
evidence in exactly the same way as Mr. Roberson would settle a
legal matter.

This controversy in regard to process is a rather simple one,
Gentlemen, the entire cost—this is a rough estimate—of the bone
black part of our business is about 5 cents per 100 pounds, and this
includes taxes, depreciation, and all proportionate costs. I am just
old fashioned enough, unprogressive and backward enongh, to find
it difficult to believe that you can save 30 cents out of a nickel. Tt
cannot be done. This whole question is a question of geography,
not of process—of cheap labor, of cheap land. of cheap buildings,
of building loss, of food regnlations; and I want to make the con-
sidered and unqualified statement that the cane-sugar refining indus-
try of the United States is, in the judgment of those who are
competent to judge, the most advanced, the most progressive unit
in the world, and our plant is visited every year ll)y skilled tech-
nicians from all over the world, and they come back every year, and
our plant is about the average of the rest of the sugar refineries;
and anybody with a new process that can save us 1 cent a hundred,
if he can prove it, I want him to come to me, and come to me first,
beeanse I want to get the jump on our competitors, And that, for
the process,



P

22() SUGAR BEETS AND S8UGAR CANE AS BASIC COMMODITIES

Last summer our company joined the N.R.A., and we went into
it 100 percent. I hired, I think, 178 men in our |l)lunt in Boston. I
increased their wages 20 percent, which is roughly 25 percent more
than the N.R.A. required. We advanced many salaries, particularly
of those in the lower brackets, 10 percent or more.

Now, gentlemen, we took the step in the hope, in the belief, that
the stabilization plan was gonig through, and T figured that onp
company, this actual labor, extra labor, and the extra cost of the:
N.R.A., would, in my judgment, amonnt to about $1.000 a day. or
$350,000 a year-—and I was wrong, It amotnts to aboui $1.500 g
day and about a half a million dollars a year; and 1 think it i
perfectly obvious that an industry in this country paying those
wages eannot compete with an industry elsewhere paying wages, we
will sy, of one fifth, possibly one tenth, of whai we pay. Tt just
cannot be done,  We have no tarifl protection.  We have a ~ubsidy,
as Mr. Hershey’s man brought out.  Now, I have given onr company
two solutions of our problem. Qur company has thrown up the
sponge, practically, in this fight, and I have told them that there
are only two ways out for them—one, quit the N.R.A., and, two,
taking steps to abandon our Boston operation and move it to ihe
Tropics. And I don’t want to see either one of those things done,
I have been brought up with these men. I have hived all of them,
I have worked with them, and I play with them. I love New Eng-
land, and I love the men I work with, Many of them have worked
with our company for over 50 years. This whole question is not
one of process, of tariff, or anything else. Tt is a question of
whether or not this American industry is going to live or pass into
some other geographical area,

The Cnamnan. Have you any objection to putting into the record,
Mvr. Lowe, a tinancial statement of your organization?

Mr. Lowe. No, sir; insofar as our total sugar business is coni
cerned. I want to state briefgr, and I am closing, our company’s
position in regard to the President’s message and the Walsh wmend-
ment, We believe that the Department of State, and the other in-
terested departments, and the President, have handled a very difti-
cult problem in a most courageous way; and we are 100 percent in
favor of the principles and the quotas set forth by the President, plus
the Walsh amendment. We are for it 100 percent. e helieve that
it is the only possible solution of the sugar problem at this time.

I would hike to submit a brief, a memorandum in support of the
position I have taken, and I would also like to submit a memorandum
of the Pennsylvania Sugar Refining Co., signed by Mr. W. R. Hood-
less, their vice president and general manager, in which he shows
that the total cost of the bone-black process at his plant is something
under 5 cents per 100 pounds of refined sugar produced.

The Crairman. They will be incorporated in the record. Thank
you very much, Mr, Lowe.

STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY MR, JOMN LOWE, GENERAL MAKNAGER OF REVERR SUCAR
REFINERY, BOSTON, MASS.

The Revere Sugar Refinery, owned by United Fruit Co., has been established
in Boston for about 78 ycars. It is not one of the largest refineries in the
United States, but it is larger than the biggest refinery in Cuba—Hershey.
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My company i8 entirely in sympathy with the President’s message on sugar,
and belleves that the quotas he has proposed, subject to the Walsh amendment
limiting importations of direct-consumption sugar, are the only fair and prace
tieal solutions of the sugar problem at this time,

As to the Walsh amendment, I wish to emphasize that the question at issue
Is the extinction or not of a large American industry by substition for it of
plants and cheap labor in the Tropies, particularly Cuba.

1 would illustrate the situation by relating specific facts regarding our com-
pany. We have our refinery in Boston and raw-sugar mills in Cuba, Last
August our refinery voluntarily signed the President’s reemployment agreement
and came under N.R.A. The number of our employees was raised 30 percent;
wages were also increased ; salaried persons under $3,000 were raised 10 pex-
cent, These steps and the President’s recovery program are costing our com-
pany about $1,500 per day. In November we began to fear that our sugar
problem was not going to be settled, and we regretfully concluded that under
such circumstances we would have to begin curtailment of our Boston operas
tions and install refining plants in Cuba, We went ahead and appropriated
about $50,000 for Initial expenditure to that end. We suspended plans to spend
$300,000 on new construction in Boston, The sugar bill with the Walsh amend-
ment will make it unnecessary for us to go forward with our Cuban plans; it
will save our Boston plant and the American jobs which ft represents.

Another matter I wish to dispose of is the bascless charge that American
refineries are obsolete. The charge originates with sellers of a patented
vegetable carbon process, and is sales talk,

During my cxperience in the business of refining sugar, extending from 1910
until the present, I have devoted a great deal of time and investigation to the
relative merits of the boneblack process and numevous other processes which
from time to time have come to my attention, Insofar as I know, no process
offerinz any cconomy has escaped snvestigation by myself or my assoclates,
These investigations have not been peculiar to the companies with which I
have been associated, but are a common and regular part of the work of the
techuical staft's of the entire cane sugar refining industry, not only in the United
States, but in Cannda, Australia, Great Britain, and other countries, My
training and experience for the first 10 yeurs in this industry has been in
the development of teehnieal control, and all operations connected therewith,
and for the pust few yenrs n general supervision of all phases of our business.
I have never found that any of the many processes which have been proposed
for refining arve, from the standpoint of initinl installation costs, operuating
costs, or technieal results, equal to the boneblack process.

Within the list few years I have had independent engineers make two
estimates on a 200-ton white sugar installation, using.in one case boneblack,
and in the other case vegetnble carbon, and the initial investment was about
the same In each case. When our company recently took steps contemplating
installation of refining unit tn Cuba, because of the eritical situation in which
our industry finds itself due to loss in volume to Cuban refiners (who are
not operanting under the N.R.A.), we decided to install a boneblack unit
because in our opinion the initial cost and operating cost will be less, technical
results will be better, and the product will be of a uniformly higher quality.

My company has sent men to various plants in the tropics and elsewhere, and
our laboratories have carvefully investigated the merits of many processes. We
hold no brief for any process. We are not prejudiced in favor of any process,
We have a laboratory of 15 men continunlly employed in an effort to better
what we have, or to adopt any methods which may be shown to be better
than what we have. If there i8 any process better and more economical than
boneblack, we would adopt it.

The charge that the boneblack process is obsolete comes Zrom people who
have an alternative process to sell, and is repeated by people with no practical
knowledge whatever of what boneblack processes are or do. It arises from a
confusion a3 to just what the issue is in our industry. The renl question in-
volved is not a process or method. To my mind, the method of producing sugar
by one process or another is not an important issue flnancially, either from
the standpoint of initinl cost, operating cost or technical results, I do not
believe there is a ditference in costs amounting to anything like 5 cents per 100
pounds of production between any of the generally used processes of refining
sugar. ‘The question involved is one of geography and not process. The ques-

42331-—34~——105
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tions of relative labor, fuel, and land costs and bullding laws, and tariff ag.
vantages are the issues, and involve substantial differences in net finaneia)
results.

The proponents of the various vegetable carbon processes have something to
gell. If they can (as in fact they do) incorporate in their sales talk, and
link up as advantages of their process, the inherent advantages of refining
with cheap foreign labor in tropicol islands. fuel, land cost, and so forth, and
thus confuses the real issue, it furthers their purpose.

Under the boneblack process, the boneblack is used over and over again,
The boneblack replacement cost (and by this I mean the amount of new bone
black which has to be purchased each year inn the sugar refineries) amounts to,
in our plant, about 1 cent per 100 pounds, of refined sugar produced. It is
therefore obvious that it these vegetable carbons (which it is claimed would
save us so much, could be sold to us for nothing, then the maximum saving
would amount to 1 cent per 100 pounds of sugar produced. In fact, however,
these vegetable carbons cost in the neighborhood of $250 per ton, as compared
with about $100 per ton for boueblack,

It is argued by the vegetable carbon people that the lower replacement cost
in the boneblack process is more than offset by the larger quantity of bone-
black which has to be used in that process as compared with the quantity of
vegetable carbon used in the vegetable-carbon process. Our experience is to
the contrary.

I am satisfied that in a United Stutes sugar refinery using the boneblack
process the total costs of the bonehlack process per 100 pounds of raw sugar
melted, including proportionate part of taxes, depreciation, overhead costs,
repairs, and maintenance, and every conceivable item relating to this part of
our operations, are about 6 cents per 100 pounds. It is, therefore, obvious
that any process, if cheaper or better, can only save a part of this total cost,
and obviously can save little or nothing in taxes, overhead, repairs, and main.
tenance, operating costs, fuel, and many other items,

There is nothing new whatever in the vegetable-carbon process. It is old,
And the vegetable carbon known as “ suchatr * is only one of many such articles
on the market. All of them at one time or another have been experimented
with by the refiners of the United States and rejected as inferior to boneblack,
A gentleman stated at the hearing on Saturday, February 24, that his process
could save the domestic refiners 30 cents per 100 pounds. The refiners’ melt is
8,000,000,000 pounds, If his patented process could save the refiners one thir
tieth of the amount he claims, or only 1 cent per 100 pounds, the refiners counld
not afford to be without it. It would save them $800,000 a year. Yet for all
his claims as to the value of his process, he has succeeded in putting it into
only one refinery in Cuba.

The most recently built large sugar refineries (the Texas City plant at
Texas City, the American Sugar Refining Co.’s plant at Baltimore, and the
Hershey plant in Cuba) are boneblack plants. The greater part of refined
sugar now produced in Cuba is produced in the two largest refineries, which
aré honeblack refinerivs, hamely Hershey and Arechabala, Practically all of
the refined sugar produced in the United States, and so far as I know, all that
produced in Canada and England, are produced by the boneblack process,

The sugar-reflning industry is n highly competitive industry, each unit of
which has a highly trained technical staff, and these conditions alone should
refate the frequently seen statements made by economists and others ignorant
of the business, that we use obsolete metheds,

It is my opinion that if some of the proponents of these various processes, or
the men who have written in eriticism of the domestie refiners, could be exam-
ined as to what, if wnything, they know about the relative merits of the two
processes, and asked who told them, they would be very much embarrassed
and unable to make any satisfactory statement or give any support whatever
to thelr literary efforts,

Prof, Mordecai Ezekiel, economic advisor of the Department of Agriculture,
who stated several times to the House Committee on Agriculture that he was
not a sugar expert, included in a magazine article published by him a few
weeks ago, a statement to the effect that the process of the domestic refinerics
is obsolete. By his own admission Professor Ezekiel appenrs to have no expert
knowledge of the subject, and I am sure he would readily ndmit that he had
never personally verifled his statement before making it. While I do not doubt
that Professor Ezekiel gave currency to his statement in entire good faith, I
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likewise have no doubt that the source of his information may be traced
directly or indirectly to some person having a financial or other interest in
discrediting the domestic sugar refining industry in the interests of refining
sugar in Cuba or the insular areas.

Our refinery, and most of the refineries in the United States, are continually
visited by representative technical men from suglir refineries situated all over
the world. In many instances these visits are repeated yearly. The obvious
reason for this, in my opinion, is thut the United States cane-sugar reflning
industry is generally considered by the majority of the sugar refining industry
of the world, as preeminent iIn its attitude toward adopting new methods and
processes, when, as and if such are shown to be fundamentally sound,

Memorandum showing 1933 costs of bone-chur processing in the sugar-refining
operations of the Pennsylvanie Sugar Co., Philadelphia, Pa,

Total cost
Replacement of bone char $03, 148, 01
Fuel---- e e e i i e o e e e o 38, 748, 68
Labor .- ——————————————— 04, 281. 10
Repnirs and maintenance. 82, 194, 67
Depreciation (building and Machinery) cevam e oo 83, 041, 03
Total 1933 cost of bone-char processing 288, 300. 20

As the total melt of raw sugar was 286,600 short tons the cost of the bone-
char groccsslng was $0.985 per ton, or $0.04975 cents per 100 pounds of sugar
melted.

The Crarman. Mr, Capdevielle. I understand, Mr. Capdevielle,
you just wanted a few minutes?

Mr. CarpevieLLe, That is all.

The Cuarman. Very well. You are a molasses broker, a repre-
sentative of the molasses industry ¢

Mr, CappevieiLe. Yes, sir. I represent not the molasses interests,
but only myself.

Senator McApoo. I did not get the name, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Cappevierie. My name is C. C. Capdevielle, 82 Beaver Street,
New York City.

Senator McApoo. From Louisiana?

Mr. CappevieLte. Originally; yes, sir.

Senator McApoo. Where, now?

Mr. Cappevirrre. New York and Habana.

STATEMENT OF C. C. CAPDEVIELLE, MOLASSES BROKER AND
IMPORTER, NEW YORK CITY

Mr. Caepevieirs. I did not extpect to be in Saturday, and so I

filed a petition to have the use of the word “sugar® in paragraph

(C), section 2, amended, in order to apply to molasses, because

molasses, as I imfort it from Cuba or the tropics, is of three kinds.

One is an “ invert * molasses, one is a blackstrap, and the other is &

high-grade molasses that contains from 50 to 75 })ercent blackstrap.
enator Barkrey, What is “ invert ” molasses :

Senator MoApoo. Yes; what is it, for my information?

Mr, CapprvieLie. Well, an ¢ invert » is molasses in which the sugar
content is higher than the blackstrap, but has been inverted so that
it will not crystallize, and can be used only for distilling purposes,
and not for human consumption. This high-test molasses—I mean
the regular molasses, that I have reference to, with reference to the
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term “ total sugar content ”, to be considered as sugar is not correct
or unfair, by approximately 87 percent. I have got an illustration
and a definition of everything there, and it is all for your own ob-

servation,

The total sugar content of molasses, If considered as sugar, is incorrect,
Molasses is made up of 50 percent to 70 percent blackstrap or nonextractable
sucrose and glucose, and also extractable sucrose (sugar).

I have the honor to request that the above paragraph ¢, section 2, be made
to read as follows:

Page 2, lines
13 The term “sugar” means sugar in any form
14 whatsoever, derived from sugar beets or sugarcane
15 including also molasses, raw sugar, direct-consump-
16 " tion sugar, and any mixture containing sugar (except
17 blackstrap molasses, beet molasses, and sirups), and,
18 for the purpose of scction 8a (1) of this act, sirups,
19 such molasses, raw sugar, direet consumption sugar,
20 sugar mixtures, and sirups, included within the word
21 “sugar”, as herein defined, shall be considered to con-
22 stitute sugar to the extent of their total sugur contents
23 except molasses, in which case the blackstrap content
24 nonextractable sucrose and glucose sugars * shall be
256 deducted from the total sugar content.”

You will note that the paragraph is the same except that I have added lines
23, 24, and 25 to the paragraph as originally written.

Reasons: If the blackstrap content of molasses is not deducted from the
total sugar content, this will give an unfair and incorrect amount of sugar
to be charged against the country from which it is derived, by approximately
87 percent. As I have been importing this molasses from Cuba, where sugar
exported to the United States has been under a quota system for the past
several years, the blackstrap content of the molasses is never considered as
sugar, only the extractable sugar content is credited as sugar quota.

To confirm that “totul sugar” content of molusses, if considered as sugar,
is incorrect and unfair by approximately 87 percent, I'll offer the following
analysis of molasses:

Percent Peroens

SOHAS e oo e e 82,0 | Clerget SUCTOSE cvcce e 53.0
Polorization weaee-. m——————— 50.8 | Invert (gluCoSe) aeccmcccacanana 10.0
Purity.._- - 62.0 | Total sugars 63.0
S.2732: 100 pounds molasses times 63 percent total sugars equals 63 total

sugars. .
Correct method: 100 pounds of same molasses as above. According to

Spencer’s Handbook for Sugar Manufacturers and Chemists (7th ed., pp.
382-383), will yield 83.71 percent no. 96° sugar, and 60.78 pounds blackstrap
molasses of 38 purity and 50 percent total sugars, Nonextractable sugars
(blackstrap), 20.20 pounds total sugars.

Unfalrness or inooneot-%}%w =87 percont approximately

(I invite you to have the abhove work checked by the best experienced sugar
chemist empldyed in the United States Government.)

Conclusion: If this paragraph C can be amended as I have asked in this
letter and which I have only requested from a standpoint of fairness and
correctness, I can assure you several million man-hours' work under the N.R.A,
wages, otherwise this work will be done at the mills in Cuba with Cuban labor.

1 trust that you will see the unfairness of paragraph O as written and that
I am not asking for anything other than a square deal both for my business
and for the country from which the product is derived, and that you will
amend this paragraph accordingly.

The CrarmaN. Thank you very much. -
Judge Crisp. Mr. Chairman, on Saturday, Mr. Snyder advised
you that the best qualified man, as to statistics on the sugar business,
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was Mr. Fisher, a statistician of the Sugar Institute. He is here,
and I ask that he be heard for 8 minutes.
The CHAmRMAN., We will hear Mr. Fisher for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF EVAN FISHER, OFFICE MANAGER SUGAR
INSTITUTE

Mr, Fisuer. Mr, Chairman, on Saturday, Mr. Snyder stated that
he believed there had been less importation of refined Cuban sugar
in 1938 than in 1982. I do not know where Mr. Snyder got his
figures or his information, but that seemed to cast some doubt on the
figures that had been submitted to you gentlemen, and I believe that
the record on. that point should be corrected. We have used, in pre-

aring those charts, the figures taken from the customs house in New

ork City. The figures for 1938 are not yet available in printed
form, and we have had to go to the customs house and compile those
figures from the customs blotters, taking them off month by month,
and totaling them up. This work has been done by two statisticians
emplo'yed by my office and has been carefully checked. If I may,
I wonld just like to refer first to 1932,

The Cuamman. Is this the chart that you are speaking of ¢

Mr. Fisuer. No, sir.

The CaarrMAN. The United States Cane Sugar Refining Co.?

Mr. Fisuer, No, sir.  We did not prepare that chart in my office,
although I believe that the basic figures in that were obtained from
my office. The one that I referred to was the one with the map of
the United States, and the lines that go up the side.

Senator CosrieaN. Mr, Chairman, should not the chart be identi-
fied, in order that it may be connected with the testimony of the
witness?

The CuairmaN, Yes, I think it would be very well to show that
you are talking about a chart which we will mark « Chart A.”

Senator Crark. Is that the same chart that was referred to the
other day?

The Craman. Yes.

Mr, Fisuer, I would like to read the figures for the importation
of refined Cuban sugar for 1932 and for 1933, in order to clear up
this point that M. §nyder raised. I am going to read these figures
in pounds, because there seems to have been a good deal of confusion
between “long ” and “short ” tons, not so much in this hearing.

The CrarMAN. Won’t you also give that in long tons, so we can
see how this chart is in error, if it is?

Mr. Fisuer, I can work them out for you in long tons. I haven’t
got them worked out here.

The Cuamrman. Very well.

(The matter referred to above is as follows:)

- THE SHOREHAM,
Washington, D.C., February 26, 193}.

Senator I'AT IHARRISON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

My DEaR SeNATOR: During my testimony this morning, you requested me to
convert the figures for Cuban imports which T gave in pounds into long tons
soﬂthat they might be compared with an exhibit submitted by the domestic
refiners,
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The attached memorandum gives these flgures in long tons. You will noty
that for the years 1925 through 1930, inclusive, there are slight discrepancies
between the figures in my testimony this morning and those in the chart, [
have mude inquiry regarding the source of the flgures used in the chart and
find that for these 6 years the figures in the chart were taken from o tabulation
submitted by the Tariff Commission to the Ways and Means Committee. I am
not positive but I believe that the Tarif Commission used figures compiled by
Willett & Gray for this tabulation.

My figures compare very closely with those in the chart in 1931, 1932, and
1933. The discrepancies here are due to the fact that the chart was compiled
by adding up cach year the monthly figures reported by the customhouse ip
New York, while the figures that I have used are yearly totnls and have been
corrected in some instances.

I trust that this explanation will be satisfactory and would be glad to furnish
any further information which you may desire,

Respecetfully yours,
EvAN FIsugg,

Statement of imports of Ouban refined sugar into United Statcs uccording to
United States Customs statistics, Customhouse, New Yorlk

) Short 8hort

Long tons| Long tons
Pounds 2?240 (5?5'30 Pounds 2,2%0 (%‘&
pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds)

535,469,322 | 230,048 { 267,784
-.| 719,008, 033 360, 504
187,600,737 | 83,763 014,434,077 | 408,230 | 467,217
306,126,231 | 170,842 .| 932,487,340 | 416,280 | 466,243
648,006,027 | 244,648

Mr. Fisuer. In 1932 the imports of Cuban refined sugar were
914,434,077 Kounds; in 1933 the imports were 932,487,340 pounds.

Now, with that ﬁgure, and used on that chart that has just been
marked « Exhibit A ’, in the year 1933, we also included turbinados,
so called, which are sugars testing above 98 sugar degrees, in the
amount-of 52,901,099 pounds.

Senator Warsa. What yoar was that?

Mr. Fisner. That was in 1933, the last year that is given on that
chart. The chart has the years 1926, 1929, and 1933,

I would also like to correct one other statement that I made Sat-
urday in reply to a question asked me by Mr. Roberson. He asked
me the importations of turbinados, and T told him, hastily, that it
was 50,000 tons, approximately. I was thinking of this 52,000,000
pounds, and forgot to divide by two, and I apologie to you
gentlemen.

The CrarmMaN. So now the correct statement is——

Mr. Fisuer. The correct statement has just been put into the rec-
ord, and I'would like to have this brief memorandum in.

The CuarMaN. Very well, sir.

Mr. Fisuer. Mr, Snyder, of the Hershey Corporation, testified at
the hearing, February 24, that importations of Cuban refined sugar
into the United States were less in 1933 than in 1932. He did not
state his figures or the source of his information; but did indicate that
I could give the correct figures. As Mr. Snyder’s statement appeared
to cast some doubt upon figures submitted by the domestic refiners for
those years, it is very desirable to clear the record on this point.
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The figures for Cuban importations used by the refiners in com-
piling the charts submitted to the committee are correct; they are
official Government figures. They were obtained from the custom-
house in New York by two staticticians in my office and have been
checked carefully., These figures are not yet available in published
form, and we were forced to take them from the original entries in
the customs blotters.

The Cuban sugars consumed in the United States which are not
processed by domestic refiners fall into three general classes—refined
sugar which is 100 degrees sucrose which has been put through a re-
fining process similar to and comparable with the process used on
the continent; raw sugar which is sold direct to manufacturers for
curing meat and tobacco; and in between these two extremes the
so-called “ direct consumption ” sugars, which consists of a hetero-
gencous variety of sugars which have been processed beyond the
raw state but have not been completely refined. These sugars usu-
ally test above 98 sugar degrees.

Statistically we can trace from the customs blotters the 100 degree
sugar and the “direct consumption” sugars less than 100 degrees
and above 98 degrees as the customhouse keep their entries by
sugar degrees, The refiners who use Cuban raws tell me that these
raws practically never test over 98 degrees. It is therefore apparent
that tﬁe sugar testing above 98 degrees is for direct consurnption.

The following figures are the statistics firom the customs blotters
for refined Cuban sugar and for direct consumption sugars testing
over 98 degrees but below 99 degrees:

Imports of Cuban sugar in pounds

Imports of !mar t?&io ,
e or sug DE | Potal imports
Year , refined sugar | over 98° bu% o P
¢ 99° t0 100° | not over gg° | testing over 98°
(turbinados)

, 008, 12,712,086 731,721,019
014, 434, 077 , 639, 048,073, 151
932, 487, 840 62,901,009 086, 388, 439

Norte.—Prior to 1030 figures for 98° to 69° sugar are not available.
Bource.—U.8, Customs Statistics.

The figures above are given in pounds rather than tons in order to
avoid any possible confusion between long tons of 2,240 pounds each
and short tons of 2,000 pounds each.

It is impossible to determine from the customs blotters how much
Cuban raw sugar went into direct consumption, as they show only
total imports of sugar for each degree. However, Willett & Gray,
the widely known sugar statisticians, report that in 1933 Cuban raw
sugar in the amount of 13,460 short tons of 2,000 pounds each went
info “ direct consumption.”

.
M__
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I would like to correct the statement I made at the hearing on the
24th in response to a question asked me by Mr. Roberson. I stated
that the turbinados brought in from Cuba amounted to about 50,000
tons. This is not correct. I was thinking of the figure of 52,000,000
pounds and neglected to divide by 2 to cnan%f to tons. .

At the end of the year 1983, my office obtained reports directly
from the importers of Cuban refined sugar, as to amount of importa.
tions thereof in that year. These reports showed a total somewhat
higher than the customhouse figures given above.

compiled thefigures used on the charts submitted by the refiners,
They show larger importation:: of Cuban refined sugar in 1933 than
in 19382, and I believe them to La correct.

I would like to correct the record on one other point. The state.
ment has been made here that Cuban refined sugar does not com.
fete directly with beet sugar. This statement is not correct. In

983, 4.72 percent of the sugar in Ilinois was Cuban refined. Tlli
nois takes more beet suﬁar than any other State in the Union. Cuban
refined was also brought into Texas, Michigan, Ohio, Arkansas, Wis-
consin, Indiana, and Oklahoma, all of which are large outlets for
beet sugar. It is also a fact that beet and Cuban sugar are both sold
in New England, New York, New Jessey, Pennsylvania, and many
other States. As a matter of fact, any Cuban or other offshore
refined sugar brouﬁht into this country actually competes with beet
sugar. The United States sugar market is like a bag full of water;
if hyou poke it in here it bulges out somewhere else, The domestic
refiners are pushed farther west as the offshore sugar usurps the
seaboard market, and that pressure is felt by the beets.

The domestic refiners are placed at a further disadvantage with
their Cuban competitors due to the President’s recovery program
and the N.R.A. I have collected figures from refiners on this point,
and the figures received, which cover 68 percent of the industry, show
an incroased cost on this account of 1314 cents per 100 pounds of raw
sugar 12elted.

here is one more point that I would like to correct. The state.
ment has been made here that there is no competition between Cuban
refined sugar and beet sugar. The figures for 1933 show that 4.72
percent of the sugar used in the State of Illinois is Cuban refined
sugar, Now, Illinois takes more beet sugar than any other one State
in the United States. It takes three quarters as much sugar as the
11 Western States. .

The CrammaN. That is due to its proximity to the sugar-beet
industry?

Mr. I'1saEr, Yes. It is one of the chief outlets for the sugar-beet
industry. Cuban refined sugar was also brought into Texas, Mich.
igan, Ohio, Arkansas, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Oklahoma, all of
which are responsible for, or are used as an outlet for the beet-
sugar group. As a matter of fact, any Cuban sugar, or any other
sugar cprmn%.into the United States, will compete with the beet
sugar, either directly or indirectly. The United States sugar market
is just like a bag full of water—if you poke it at one place, it bulges
somewhere else. As the United States refiners are driven out of
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their seabord markets, the{ go farther west and compete with the
sugﬁr }ll)eets, due to the Cuban sugar that is brought in to compete
with them.

Mr. Lowe, in his closing statement, stated that the N.R.A. and
the general recovery grogram had increased his costs. We obtained
figures from about 68 percent of the sugar-refining industry. We
could not get it from all of them, on such short notice, and those
figures showed that the cost of fuel, boneblack, packages, labor,
incidentals such as cornstarch that goes into powdered sugar,
chemicals, various other things that Eo into the sugar refining
industry, have increased the sugar refiner’s costs 1315 cents per
hundred pounds of raw sugar refined.

Senator McAnpoo, I did not get that figure.

Mr. Fisuer, Thirteen and a half cents per hundred pounds of
raw sugar. Of course, the N.R.A. has not been in o}emtion very
long, but those are based on the first 7 months in 1933, refigured
on present costs of labor and materials.

%nator MoApoo. What is the increase in cost, due to N.R.A., if
any

Mr. Fisuer. Just the NR.A.? Well, it is very difficult, Senator.,
to separate that from the increased cost of packages, fuel, water, an
all these other things.

Senator McAnoo. What have been the increases in labor cost?
I mean, considering new emaployments, and the reduction in hours?

Mr. Fisuer. I haven’t the figures here. It is about 3 cents. You
also have, directly chargeable to the N.R.A., pretty near 2 cents,
%n ];rocgssing taxes on cotton bags, and the compensatory taxes on

urlap bags.

Senator Cosriean. Have you any figures as to the increased num-
ber of employees under the N.R.A. ¢

Mr. Fisuer, No, sir; we haven’t, That is very difficult to Nget,
because it depends somewhat of the oytput of the refineries. Now,
since the N.R.A., the wiiitér months ame’yery.slack, and the output
of the refineries is protty,well bound; and if. you try to compare
that with the months pirior to the,. i, 1he ,,put%ut was u]p
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rsif m% that statemeqt, #9F the record.
The Crairvaw, Yes, sir. It may, be filed.. . .,

Mr. Miles, the committee will be glad to heag:yqn for 5 minutes.
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STATEMENT OF H. E. MILES, CHAIRMAN OF THE FAIR TARIFF
: : LEAGUE :

Mr. Mues. Mr, Chairman, the patience of the committee reminds
me of the patience of God, but I will try not to tax it. I will just
run over a few. things, and take the time you think I should take,
Stop at any moment. Let me say just a word, as you have heard
from Hawaii just recently. I sum up Hawaii just in a dozen words.
The Tariff Commission, in 1928, said that the cost of producing
sugar in Hawaii was a half cent above Cuba. That figure will be
revised, and has been, by the Tariff Commission, at this time, I
would not expect much change in the figure, When we think of
the islands, if the present situation continues through the year, the
islands will take 136 million in gold dollars from the poorest peo&;e
in America. Just set the two facts opposite one another. We
give to the islands—did give to the islands, last year, 67 millions
in tariff bonuses and other products received from them. The total
given the islands on that basis is $200,000,000. I can see no fair-
ness in talking details, too much. Under God, the administra-
tion will know what to do, and will be generous. This is a miracle
bill. I have not seen such a bill in my 80 years around here. A

entleman said recently that you could not make 30 cents answer
or a nickel. You cannot, but this bill does.

These people were down here, the sugar growers, last summer,
and wanted $150,000,000. Pardon, I guess it was nearer 120 mil-
lion, but actual figures running from 95 million to 150 million,
g%ures made by the best experts in the KFederal Government.

is bill substitutes, for their desire of 150 millions, a few
months ago, a bare $6,700,000, and gives them a very considerable
increase in their price. I forget just the figure, And it leaves, in
the pocket of the Government, for the use of adjustments with the
islands and others, $67,000,000. It therefore saves, in the sense
in which I have expressed myself, 100 millions from the other plan,
and adds 67 millions. .

Senator Crarg. Mr. Miles, may I ask how you get at that figure
6 millions? Is that the processing tax to which you are referring
. Mr. Mnzs. If you will let me make my general statement, if it
is 5 minutes, I have got these figures from, as I say, the best ex-
gerts I can find, and not one, but many, in the Federal Government.
I will tell that, right now. The growers in the United States get
one tenth of the tariff—only a measly tenth. The wickedness of our
sugar legislation for 20 years has been that there seemed to be no

ide; that we cast our bread upon the waters, when we might

ave given it specifically. We scattered the consumer tax of $300,-
000,000, when a fraction of that would have accomplished the same
pu , better than the total sum accomplished it; and as I
understand, 22 Senators, in 1930, the best friends the farmers had,
and so recognized by the farmers, tried desperately to get the present
method substituted for the tariff.

The Cuaamman, The present method? What do you mean by
the present method? - -

r. Mes. The method of general tariff allotments of 2 cents a
pound, and as that comes up, let me say that I do believe there is no
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use in anyone wasting anybody’s time in saying that our island
possessions are our equals in law and in will, we are to be just as
nerous to them as to everybody. Everybody knows that, but I
submit that their rights are rights in equity and not in dollars,
They are entitled, by the only principle we know, to the difference in
cost in their various areas and the cost in Cuba. Well, Hawaii’s
cost is now, as it was in 1923, a half a cent above Cuba, it is en-
titled to haif a cent, and it is a robbery of the poor of America to
send them 2 cents. Now, whether that half a cent, under Protection,
makes them as comfortable as they should be, is entirey another
thing. You quit protection and take up the “new deal ”, and the
right to live, and that sort of thin% But I do beg you to consider
the equity in respect to each area. If you don’t then you have got to
ive a high tariff, 150 percent or so, to maintain the interests in the
nited States, and then you give the island areas at least twice
what the principal protection would permit. You fill their pockets
with money that they cannot justify. Well, the growers in this
country get one-tenth that the amount that Congress has given them
through the tariff for the maintenance of their industry. I take it
that the purpose of the tariff is to give sugar production to conti-
nental growers. If that is the purpose, we are spending $1,000,000
every working day to get $100,000 worth of sugar grown in the
United States. I am not saying that we should not take money
from every poor pocket in America, including the unemployment
and those who are maintained by charitiy, to get the $100,000 worth
of sugar grown in the United States. 1 am saying this is a ridicu-
lous method, because this method is so infinitely better.
" Senator McApoo. You are speaking of the quotas now proposed
by the President?
Mr. MiLes, Yes, sir.
Senator McApoo. As being better ¢
Mr. Mues, The methods of thig,bi
Senator McApoo. Yes. Bl
Mr. Mires. But to cha
- Senator McAboo.
other methods? ¢

of 2 cents a
only a part
more than the

Senator BARE
on sugar? .

Mr. Mizzs, Well, d%}g
. protection of the growet " nt must act upon
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the findings of the Tariff Commission, that 115 cents, or thereabouts,
is a full measure of the difference in cost of production, here and in
Cuba. We must rectify the said, where it is sgid by the Commis:
sion to be incorrect, but not for the world would I take the tariff oft
sugar at this time. Not for the world would I do anything else than
increase the profits of our domestic growers.

Senator Barkrey. Well, if I got the gist of Eour argument, you
were condemning the present policy of paying off some 300-odd mil.
lion dollars a year in the tariff and subsidy, whatever you called it,
to ?roduce a small amount of domestic sugar, dyou thought this
method was better. I wondered if you had in mind to substitute this
method entirely for the present? :

Mr. Migs, Not entirely. I would have the tariff measure the dif:
ference in the cost of production between the islands and Cuba
amply and generously, and then I would take this new method of
benefitting continental growers, better than you could, unless you
made the tariff 400 to 450 million dollars a year.

The CrairMaN. I understood you, Mr. Miles, to say the grower
now gets one tenth out of the tariff,

‘Mr, MiLgs. One tenth and there is no——

The CHAmRMAN. If it was reduced to what the Tariff Commission
has recommended, and the actual grower is given the benefit of that,
it will give them the increase—the srower will get an increase ?

Mr. Mirgs. If the tariff is reduced to half a cent, the consumers, or
the Treasury of the United States—and I would like to confuse the
two; what goes into the Treasury goes to consumers in the adjust-
ment of their taxes—a consumer tax in that sense is saved to the ex-
tent of $75,000,000, and $6,700,000 accomplishes what the $75,000,000
accomplishes.

The CaammaN. Well, this difference is supposed to be given over
to tl:;e g?rower, the continental grower in this country, to the process.
ing tax

r. Mies. I think you will find that you cannot give it all over,
or the price would go, I don’t know where—$10 a ton for beets, or
something, and I don’t feel that—give them a very generous mathe- -
matical consideration, :

The Cramman. All right.

Mr. Mies. But $6,700,000 given to the growers through the proc-
essing tax reduces the consumer tax $75,000,000, and then you get—
or, what to me is next to it—puts $75,000,000 in the Treasury of the
United States for the common use; and then giving them only one
tenth of the amount now given, you have left nine tenths, with which
to be generous, and then take each island on it. merits, and be gener-
ous with it,.and don’t here figure out the nickels or the dollars and
the millions. The importance of the industry to the United States
has been grossly exaggerated. I don’t like to say that here. I ama
Protectionist, if there is one living, and have given 80 years of my
ife to protection of American industry, with the help of 200 of the
best exgerts here, including a good many in Europe; but we have got
to see things in perspective. The best experts in America—we, I

e68, all study—tell us that we would have more agricultural land
in production if we vﬁ;ew no sugar than we have now. It is not a
foolish statement. atever you do with it is another question.
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I have here a budget from the College of Agriculture, Fort Col-
" ling, Colo. It shows the use of 160 representative grades, in Amer-
jea’s greatest sugar district. Only 17 percent of that district is in
sugar. No man ever lives by 17 percent of his J)ronerty, the use of
it. It shows that 23 percent more in the sugar districts of Colorado
is made by fattening 109 steers, than in the use of the average acre-
age of sugar beets. I have another budget, prepared last February.
showing that you can grow other crops, in the Jéldgment of a goorf
meny people, in this best of American areas. You can grow other
crops to as good advantage as you can grow beets. I think every-
body out there knows that the last few years potatoes, that did not

et any production at all and were more profitable than sugar
ﬁeets-—an yet sugar beets never had such a chance for relative profit
a5 the last 2 years, for absolutely abnormal reasons. I have a state-
ment from the best experts in America, in your own judgment as
well as mine, that Cuba is using 817,000 less acres of America’s best-
tilled land than she used in 1928, and there is every reason to believe
that if we quit sugar—if we turn over to Cuba a very large produc-
tion of sugar, she will use, if we turn over enough—she will use all
those 800,000 acres; very likely 900,000 acres, and possibly a million
acres now plowed under and rente&, as it were &Yothe overnment
for disuse, and the cost of $10 per acre, $10,000,000.

You heard yesterday that the income from beets is $35 an acre.
It is perfectly proper to use that language, and you cannot use any
other, in ordinary conversation. I did not use that language. They
never got anything like $35, as I judge, from beets. They got just
one half of that from beets. The beets, as beets, gave them $17.50,
instead of $85, but attached to the beets was the right to take another
$17.50 from the poorest peorle in America. I do not question at
this moment the propriety—I would question it—of taking that $17,
but one half of the $35 was a contribution in the tax from the
pockets of the goorest people in America; so they got from their
acreage $17.50 for beets, which is not a profit—a great loss—and
they got $17.50 in tax, That is not the end of it. That is the grow-
er’s account. The consumer’s account is far different. The con-
sumer paid $17.50 for those beets, international basis, raw, delivered
in New York harbor or New Orleans, or ang Atlantic port. The
consumer paid for those beets what he could have bought them for,
elsewhere, $17.50. He paid another tax, a consumer tax of $17.50
making the $35, and then in addition, he paid another $17.50 to the
processer, who processed as cheaply—in a few pennies; I couldn’t
.iet down to_nickels—but substantially processed as cheaply as the

tlantic Seaboard refiners, so the consumer paid for $17.50 worth of
beets, $52.50. This miracle bill, as I choose to call it, does away, as
far as it goes—it does not go far enough—it does away with that
situation, "It introduces into the tariff program of the United States
the most honorable and just and fair calculation that ever has been
made on an American commodity.

The Cramman. Mr. Miles, have you a further statement there?
You have had 10 minutes. If you have a statement, or if you want to
extend your statement, we will be very glad if you will give it to the
stenographer,
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Mr. Mies. May I say one word only? I am very grateful, sir,
Ohio wants sugar beets. The consumers in Ohio spent last year in
the tax or gratuity $16,000,000. The farmers of Ohio spent $2,400,000,
Thﬁ’ %ot a crop of $360,000, international basis, and the situation
in Michigan is not much better. The people in these States do not
know the cost of the other tax and the saving under the present bill,

Senator Barkrey. Mr. Miles, in what capacity are you testifying,
for the record ?

Mr., Mies. As chairman of the Fair Tariff League. It is an
organization that is directed; two thirds of the members of com.
mittee are the foremost representatives of agriculture in the United
States. You could almost call it a farmer organization, which leads
me to say that they want me to make this statement, and the present
sugar tariff, if I may so call it, is costing the farmers of the United
States $78,000,000 a year. It has cost them $1,800,000,000 since the
experiment began. 1t has cost the general consumers of the United
ggiatggo%goo,ooo,ooo to get a crop that a little while ago was worth

, .

The Cramman. Thank you very much.

I have here telegrams from the Governors of Wyoming, Nebrasks,
Colorado, and Utah, which I desire to have placed in the record.

(The telegrams referred to are as follows:)

{Telegrams}
CHEYENND, WYo0., February 14, 1934

Senator PAT HARRISON,
Chairman Finance Conmmittce, United States Benate,
Washington, D.C.:

Uaderstand your committee has under advisement bill proposing to allocate
sugar production and imports and am advised that under pending proposal it
will be necessary to curtail sugar-beet acreage in this part of country by 17 to
20 percent. This would work very serious hardships on farmers of western
United States, particularly in irrigated districts. Sugar beets are not only an
adaptable crop but have been source of the only dependable cash revenues for
our farmers for years. I believe in all fairness and justice that the quota of
tariff-exempt sugar from Philippines should be held to lower figures in order
that our sugar beet growing sections may be permitted to produce at not less
than present levels. Trust you will give this earnest consideration.

LesLim A. MILLER, Governor of Wyoming,

LiNooLN, NEBR., February 21, 1984
Hon, PAT HARRISON,

United States Senate, Washington, D.0O.: :

I have just sent the following message to President Roosevelt which I hope
that you cah mnse to protect and promote sugar protection so that the American
farmers will be given a preference in their home market in place of being
discriminated against by curtailing their produection: .

“ Nebraska as a State is vitally interested in the production of sugar beets,
We cannot afford to have the ton productfon reduced. It should be increased.
It is a cash crop and all-of the farms producing su’,ar beets have been planned
and equipped and are manned for sugar-beet prosaction. The sugar produced
in United States 1s only a fourth of the amousng of sugar consumed and it is
impossible to concelve as a business proposition as it affects our State and our
‘Natfon why our quota is mot incremsed and our people enabled to get some
benefit from :their home markets, I sincerely hupe that the importance of our
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people of saving this important agricultural crop will not be jeopardized or
overshadowed by demands of capital invested on forelgn shores. We are
cooperating to the limit in all efforts of your administration to restore pros-
perity and to bring peace and comfort to the toiling masses, It would destroy
the investments of those engaged in sugar-beet growing and beet-sugar manu-
facturing, and it would bring hardships and discouragement to cur people if
our great and powerful Federal Government should permit our people te be-
discriminated against in fixing the quota of sugapr so that our people would be
deprived of sharing in and enjoying the fruits of their frugal efforts.”

CHARrLES W, Buyan, Governor of Nebraska,

DeNnver, Covo., February 19, 1984. -
Hon, PAT HARRISON,

Renate Office Building, Washington, D.0.:

Have wired President Roosevelt and Secretary Wallace today urging that
sugai-beet acreage in continental United States be not curtailed. Many mil-
Mions in investments in farms, factories, and city properties almost wholly
depend upon this industry., While of tremendous importance in beet-growing
areas, total of sugar produced is not material in national consumption. Western
States demand right to continue normat agricuitural program without unreason-
able Mmitation, Sincerely hope your committee will consider tremendous
importance of this industry to beet-growing areas before concluding finally,

Ep O. Jounson, Governor of Colorado.

SaLr Lagn City, February 17, 1984,
Hon, PAT HARRISON,
United Rtates Senate:

Utah is very deeply concerned in the proper solution of sugar question.
permit me strongly to urge that no action be taken that will curtail present
beet sugar production in continental United States. This State relies in large
measure on sugar to make advantageous use of many irrigated tracts of land
and to keep a balance of trade through export of sugar that enables us to
purchase manufactured goods from other parts of the United States; to the
extent sugar production in the United States is curtailed in the interest of
f(gelggd production, the industries of the whole country will be adversely
affected. .

Heney H. Broop, Govertior.

The CaamMman. I have here two letters from the Secretary of
War, dated February 15, and also two letters from the Secretary of
War, dated February 19, enclosing certain communications received
relative to the proposed sugar bill, which I desire to have copied in
the record.

(The letters referred to are as follows:)

| Washington, P Dbm,mmnm;g 1984
: ashington, Fe X .
Hon, PAT HARRISON, ,
. .Qhatrman Finance Commitice, ,

' United Btates Senato, Washington, D.C. .
_Deas SevaTor Harrigon: I am pleased to transmit herewith for the informa-
tlon and appropriate consideration of your committee a copy of a self-explana«
tory radiogram dated February 9, 1984, recelved in the Bureau of Insular
Affairs of this Department from the Governor of Puerto Rico, relative to sugar.

Sincerely yours,
Georee H. DERN,
Recretary of War.
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{Translation of cablegram received Feb, 10, 1084]

Co SAN Juan, February 9. '

X,

Bureau of Insular Affairs, War Department, .
Washington, D.0.

President’s message to Congress, transmitted your 42, has been considered
fn conference with sugar producers of this island who give arguments set down ,
beliw, which are referred to Secretary of War for his information. and such
action as he deems appropriate, ‘

Sugar producers here are extremely dismayed at low quota proposed for
Puerto Rico, Sugarcane agriculture and cane-sugar production are the back-
bone of the economic structure of Puerto Rico and the main source of living
of Puerto Rican laborers, Considering the Puerto Rican sugar production
in 1982, which was over 992,000 short tons, the production in 1933, which was
over 834,000 short tons, in spite of the severe damage caused by the hurricane
that visited us that year, and considering the conservative estimate of a
production of 1,000,000 tons in the present crop, that we consider a normat
crop for the island, it is hardly fair to receive a quota for export from
Puerto Rico to continental United States of only 821,000 short tons which
means a reduction of about 18 percent of the average of these three crops.
When the sugar producers of Puerto Rico accepted a quota of 875,000 short
tons for export to continental United States, plus the islands consumption,
under the sugar agreement approved by the producers and discarded by the
Government, such was done at a sacrifice to the general welfare of the island
and its inhabitants due to the spirit of conperation towards the national
Government and its proposed plan for general reconstruction. During this
same period the exportation of Cuba to continental United States has been
as follows: Year 1932, 1,647,248 ; year 1988, 1,495,992, and for 1934 an estimated
crop of two million tons, which discriminates in the proposed allocation of
quotas against Puerto Rico in favor of a foreign country.

As supplementary data the attention of the administration is called to the
following facts: Cuba exported to the United States in the year 1932, 58
percent of its total sugar production; in the year 1933, 65 percent of its total
sugar production; and this year, nccording to the proposed quota, Cuba would
export 97 percent of its total sugar production, while Puerto Rico would only
export 82 percent of its total sugar production., Consider that if producer has
to pay processing tax it would mean ruination to industry. Puerto Ricans at
present are burdened with processing taxes under the Agricultural Adjustment
Adminigtration and also with increase in prices of goods imported from main-
land @due to the effects of National Recovery Administration. These are taxes
pald by Puerto Ricans as consumers of American goods. If sugar becomes a
basic commodity under the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, it should
be entitled to all benefits that the act carries; that is, processing taxes im-
poged on finished products to be distributed among the sugar growers and
charged to the consumers, ag in the case of cotton, wheat, and other basic
commodities. We beg to remind the Administration that sugar is the cheapest
staple food product available to the American consumers. A reduction of the
Puerto Rican quota and a decrease in the duty mean a reduction on our
purchasing power. Puerto Rico occuples sixth place as an importer of Ameri-
can goods, As American citizens, we request that the Puerto Rican quota be
increased to 900,000 tons in consideration of recent hurricanes and. overpopula-
tion, factors mainly responsible for our present economic distress.

Realizing that sugar industry is the mainstay of the island, and that other
agricultural products are at present in a state of practical bankruptey, in.
cluding coffee, citrus fruits, tobacco, and cotton, I commend the arguments
of sugar assoclation to your serious consideration. Should there be lack of
clarify as to basic facts or figures, please enlighten me.

BLANTON WINSHIP,
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_ WAar DBPABRTMENT,
: Washington, February 18, 1934,
Hon. PAT HARRISON,

Ohairman Finance Commitiee, United States Senate,
Washington, D.0.

DeAr SpNaToR HARRISON: I am pleased to transmit herewith for the infor-
mation of your committee communications received in this Department, as listed
below, relative to the proposed bill (8. 2782) on sugar.

Sincerely yours,
Gmorap H. DEBN,
Becretary of War.

WASHINGTON, D.C., February 10, 1934.
Hon. Georer H. DEBN,

Recretary of War, Washington, D.C.

Drap Smm: I enclose herewith copy of a letier which I forwarded today to
the Agricultural Adjustment Administrator in connection with the proposed
bill making sugar a basic commodity and fixing the Puerto Rico sugar quota.

You will see fzom my letter the {njustice toward Puerto Rico, if no adjust-
ment can be made on account of the hurricanes in Puerto Rico, and I wish
that you would kindly use your good office in seeing to it that the bill be ade-
quaﬁ;&ly changed before being introduced to take care of the Puerto Rican
problem,

I understand the bill is still being changed today, and in view of the urgency
of this matter I wish that you would kindly see to it that my proposed change
alko be made,

Thanking you in advance for your courtesy, I remain,

Very sincerely, :
JouN Bass,
Representing the Puerto Rico Sugar Producers Assoctation.

WasHINGTON, D.C., February 10, 1934.
AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ADMINISTRATION,
Department of Agrioulture, Washington, D.C.

GonTLeMEN : With further reference to the personal conversation I had with
your Mr. Weaver and Dr, Bernhardt this morning in connection with the
Puerto Rico sugar quota, I would like to again state to you the point of view
of the Puerto Rico Sugar Producers Association, which I represent.

As you know, Puerto Rico has been visited by two very severe hurricanes,
one in 1928 and one in 1932, which severely affected the crop outputs for 1928
and 1933. The effects of these hurricanes were so disastrous that the Puerto
Rico sugar industry and, as a matter of fact, the entire island has suffered
severe financial losses, which we all feel we are entitled to make up in years
to come. Ii would be unfair and unjust and diseriminatory if the Puerto Rico
sugar producers should have to suffer for such catastrophes for which they
were not responsible, and It would be just as unfair to give the other sugar-
producing areas the benefits of any such catastrophes by cutting down the
Puerto Rico quota to the advantage of the other producing areas. In other
words, if the other producing areas’ quotas should be based upon an average
of the 3 years taken out of the last 8 years, of which the last 8 years are the
lighest ones, ten it would be unfair to cut out the 2 hurricane years when
considering the Puerto Rico quota, especially so when one of these hurricane
years falls into the last 8 years, showing the highest production in the island,
the same as in other areas. For that reason I feel that it is only fair and
Just that a provision be made in regard to Puerto Rico whercby the delivery
figares for Puerto Rico for 1929 and 1933 be based upon what would have
heen a normal figure rather than be based upon the actual production figures,
which naturally were considerably reduced on account of the hurricanes,

A readjustment of these individual years could easily be made by taking
the official estimates of these crop years made prior to the hurricanes by the
Department of Agriculture in Puerto Rico or by the Puerto Rico Sugar Pro-

4288134 —w16
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ducers Association, or both, in which event it will be quite clearly shown that
Puerto Rico would have supplied the comtinental United States in 1933, not
with 791,000 short tons raw sugar value, but with at least 910,500 short tons,
The mere striking out of the actual delivery figures for 1938 would not be fair
in view of the above-mentioned arguments, but I feel that it would be fair to
substitute the actual figure for 1933 with the estimated normal deliveries for
1933, thereby gilving Puerto Rico the same privileges of including the three
large crop years in their average as is being given to other aveas, I, therefore,
would suggest that you recommend a provision in the proposed bill reading
approximately as follows:

“ Since some of the Puerto Rico crop years have been abnormully affected by
hurricanes and the inclusion of these abnormal figures in the 8-year average
would be misleading and cause undue hardship to Puerto Rico, such actual de.
livery figures for these hurricane years shall be increased by the amount of the
estimated crop damage as approved by the Secretary of Agriculture.”

I would highly appreciate if you would recommend the inclusion of such
section in the proposed bill before same is submitted to Congress. I am quite
sure that in view of the fairness of this request no otheir area will have any
objection to the inclusion of this section in the bill.

Thanking you in advance for your courtesy, I remain,

Yours very sincerely,
JoHN Bass.

BuoxLRy & BUOKLEY,
Washington, D.C., February 13, 1934,
Brig. Gen, Crexp F. Cox,
Ohief, Burcau of Insular Affairs, Wer Deparitment,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear GBENERAL Qox: I presume that you have received a copy of the
sugar control bill, but in the event that you have not, I enclose a copy herewith,

This bill is quite antagonistic to Puerto Rico, and in section 8 accentuates the
fact that it is to protect the domestic consumers and producers with the
inference that domestic means contitental,

I am suggesting that this word * domestic ”’ occurring in section 3 be changed
to read “ United States”, and that section 8a (A), which is amended by sec.
tion 8, should eliminate “ Puerto Rico” from paragraph (A), and place * Puerto
Rico’ in paragraph (B). Furthermore, in section 8, the coverage into the
ill:isula’r treasury should be provided for by putting in the words “ Puerto

co. :

Certain governmental aspects to this bill are interesting to my clients in view
of the fact that they are heavily prejudiced by the application of the processing
tax and N.R.A. provisions to goods purchased in Puerto Rico.

In connection with this latter aspect I sent a cable to Governor Winship, copy
of which is enclosed herewith.

I would be happy to know Governor Winship’s views on this bill as svon a8
practical, and would suggest that cable advices on this situation would be of
cot;sli‘(};rable importance, as the bill wfll undoubtedly be brought forward very
quickly.

Very truly yours,
Davip A, BuokLey, Jr.

{Telegram]
‘ PoNcE, P.R., February 13.
OHIgF BUREAU INSULAR AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C.:

Agricultural Assoclation of Puerto Rico clalms for its membership equal
rights with other American farmers. Sugar production is most highly devel:
oped industry in Puerto Rico and deserves friendly cooperation of continental
farmers, whose products in form of flour, meal, rice, lard, ment, butter, ete,

are consumed by cane farmers,
: FARM LOOAL ASSOOTATION OF PONOB
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= [Telegram)

SAN Juan, P.R., February 14, 1984,
BUREAU INSULAR AFFAIRS, ,
.. Washington, D.C.: .
San Juan Rotary Olub endorses cable of Puerto Rican sugar producers rela-
tive proposed sugar quota and urges favorable action thereon; details air mail.
! Hagvey, Secretary.

[Telegram) A
SAN Juan, P.R., February 13, 1984.
OHIER OF BURRAU OF INSULAR AFRAIRS,

War Depariment, Waskington, D.0.;
_ Senate of Puerto Rico protests against discrimination made cane and sugar
producers of Puerto Rico as forelgn sugar producers, as proposed in sugar
control bill introduced by Representative Marvin Jones, which, in section 8 (A),
ncludes Puerto Rican producers jointly with Cuban and other foreign producers,
fnstead of including them in section 8 (B) with American producers.

The Senate of Puerto Rico algo protests against bill introduced in the Senate
by Senator Costigan of Colorado, on which hearing will be held Friday, Febru-
ary 16, before Senate Finance Committee and which contains identical discrimi-
native clause, So far Puerto Rico has suffered all the encumberances of the
AA.A, which has highly increased the cost of living, We, therefore, request
that Department to protect the interests of Puerto Rico on all legislation affect-
ing sugar., Our request rests upon the policy of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, which properly inciudes Puerto Rico producers with American producers,
Such discrimination would tend to increase unemployment. We beg to remind
you that Congress has made us American citizens and that we expect the same
freatment in all aspects of life that is accorded to citizens born in continental

United States.
RAPAEL MASTINEZ NADAL,
Presgident Senate of Puerto Rico.

WAR DEPARTMENT,
Washington, Fetruory 19, 1984,
Hon. PAT HARRISON,
OChairman Pinance Committee,
United States Benate, Washington, D.O.

DeAr SENATOR HARRISON : I am pleased to transmit herewith for appropriate
consideration a copy of a cablegram received in the Burenu of Insular Affairs
of this Department from the speaker of the house of representatives, Yogislature
of Puerto Rico, dated February 16, 1984, relative to the proposed bill 2782)
on sugar,

Sincerely yours,
Gporab H. DERN,

Secretary of War.

SAN Juan, P.R., February 15, 1934,
BUREAU OF INSULAR AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.O.

House of Representatives of Puerto Rico request that Puerto Rican cane
growers and sugar producers be included among domestic sugar producers and
that in any sugar-control bill introduced in that honorable body they be consid-
ered as continentals with all benefits derived from these laws. Puerto Rico has
accepted all the obligations imposed by the N.R.A. and A.A A. laws which have
greatly increased its cost of living, We therefore ask that in legislating on
sugar, our principal product, there be given to the growers of sugarcane and
producers of sugar in Puerto Rico same treatment as is given to continental
growers of beet and sugarcane and producers of sugar. We demand this
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within the spirit of the Agricultural Adjustment Act which properly classifin
the producers of Puerto Rico among American producers, The proposed dis
crimination between foreign continental producers would aggravate unemplo’.

ment in this fsland. .
MIGUEL A, GAROTA MENDEZ, Speaker,

" 'WAR DEPARTMENT,
Washington, Februcry 19, 1934,
Hon., PAT HABBISON,

hairman FPinance Committee, United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DxAR SENATOR EIARRISON : I am pleased to transmit herewith for the informa.
tion of your committee a copy of a cablegram recelved in the Bureau of
Insular Affairs of this Department from the Puerto Rico Sugar Producers
Assoclation, dated February 15, 1934, relative to the proposed bill (8. 2732)
on sugar.

Sincerely yours, George H, DegN

Secretary of War,

San Juaw, P.R., February 15, 1984,
Brig. Gen, Creep F'. Cox,
Ohief Bureaw of Insular Affairs, ¢
Washington, D.O.

There are 42 sugar centrals in Puerto Rico. One of these has not operated |
since year 1930, Five others are in receivership and have been ordered sold
at public auction, Only one bid was recelved and the court is now conslder-
ing whether to accept this offer of $3,500,000 for five centrals with creditom
for about $18,000,000 or order another auction, If proposed drastic limits.
tion is imposed, other centrals will probably be forced into liquidation, This
will certainly be the case if a processing tax is levied which cannot be passed

on to the consumer,
RAMON ABoY BENITRZ,

President Puerto Rico Sugar Producers Association,

WAR DEPARTMENT,
Washington, February 26, 1984,
Hon, PaT HARBRISON,

Ohairman Pinance Committee, United States Senate, Washington, D.0,

DEAR SENATOR HARRISON : In connection with my letter of February 15, 1904,
I am pleased to transmit herewith for the information of your committes a

‘letter received in the Bureau of Insular Affairs of this Department from the

Rotary Club of San Juan, P.R,, dated February 19, 1934, relative to the proposed
bill (8. 2732) on sugar,

Sincerely yours,
Gro. H. DemN,
Secretary of War.

THe RorAry CLUB or SAN Juan, P.R.,
. February 19, 19%.
THE BUREAU OF INSULAR AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C.

Sms: At the regular meeting of the San Juan Rotary Club, held February 18,
the question of the proposed sugar quota for Puerto Rico was discussed, and the
following cable was sent to you:

. % San Juan Rotary Club endorses cable of Puerto Rican sugar produces !
reu;ltg’ve proposed sugar quota and urges favorable action thereon. Details alr
ma 1]

Puerto Rico is dependent mainly on agriculture, and sugar is its principal
crop, The possible production in years when the island has not been visited -
by a hurricane is around 1,000,000 short tons,




SUGAR BEETS AND SUGAR OANE AS BASIO coMMODITIRG 241

The commerce of Puerto Rico has grown since the American cecupation, until
the island is now the heaviest purchager of goods from the United States in all
. z?luln Am«ix("lca and is the seventh largest customer of the United States in the
whole world,

The island is greatly overpopulated, and the economic conditions are guch at
the present time that 102,871 families are receiving aid from the Bmergency
Relief Administration,

The proposed quota for Puerto Rico of 821,000 short tons, which would mean
@ reduction of about 18 percent from & normal crop, would have an economic
effect on the island similar to that caused by the devastating hurricanes of 1028

and 1932,
We respectfully call these facts to your attention and urge their favorable
consideration,
Very truly yours,
ARTRUR J. HARVEY, Scoratary.

STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL H. MALONEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF LOUVISIANA

Mr. Maroney. I appreciate very much the opportunity to present
gome views relating to sugar legislation as proposed in what is
known as the Costigan bill.

I may say that I have the honor to represent the Second Congres-
sional District of the State of Louisiana, which State is interested
very much in the sugar industry from the standpoint of growing
cane and the refining of imported raw sugars.

In my district there are considerable small farmers who grow
cane. ey have been looking forward with much encouragement
gs it has been the policy of our Government to give so much atten-
tion to the help of the farmer that he would finally be reached and
receive substantial helﬁ.

The sugar industry has been one that Louisiana has been engaged
in for many, many years. The planters have gone through many ups
and downs and within the last several years the hardships upon this
industry have been almost unbearable. However, as stated, they
were looking forward with much er.couragement to better conditions,
garticularly since our great President has indicated a sympathetic

eeling regarding the sugar farmers. To more clearly emphasize
this, I quote from a telegram that was received by one of my constit-
uents from the President on November 7, 1982:

Of course it is absurd to talk of lowering tarviff duties on furm produects. I
declared -that all prosperity in the broadest semse springs from the soil. I
promised to endeavor to restore the purchasing power of the farmer dollar by
making the tariff effective for agriculture and raising the price on farm prod-
ucts. I know of no excessive high tariff duties on farm products; I do not
intend that any duties necessary to protect the farmer shall be lowered ; to do so
would be inconsistent with my entire farm program and every farmer knows
it and will not be deceived.

‘ FRANKLIN D. RoosSBvELY.

So, gentlemen, you can understand how these producers feel when
they read the testimony of some of the governmental witnéesses re-
lating to the sugar industry as it applies to this country.

Without taking up too much time, may I just say this, that I
feel the sugar growers of my district are agreeable to seeing sugar
made a basic commodity for the purpose of stabilizing prices in
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equity to the farmer for his work and with equity to the consumer,
I also wish to say that in the refining of imported sugars the tariff ag
applied to raw and refined sugar is not fair to the American labor
or to the American industr% and this should be readjusted so that
the benefits would come to the home labor, and to do this under the
suggested legislation, it is probable that the refined sugar from other
countries should be limited to practically a minimum,

For instance, to stabilize prices, we curteil the production of com.
modities of which we produce too much and here, sugar, on the other
hand, that we do not produce enough of, we attempt to curtail pro.
duction in this country and import the balance of our requirements,
This, to me, is inconsistent and out of harmony with the assumed
policy giving help to the American farmer and labor.

There is another matter that I may call to your attention ; that is,
the Government is lending much money and some of which to the
sugar planters and unless the legislation is considerate in reference
to the sugar planters this is not going to be a satisfactory financial
investment,

I feel that Cf{ou gentlemen are going to %'ive this matter your very.
earnest consideration and finally approve legislation that is going to
be equitable,

I wish to thank you for the courtesy extended.

The Caamman. Is there anybody in the audience now that desires
;:lq insert ian the record any statement touching this matter and giving

ig views

Mr, Meap, Mr, Chairman, there have been many references to the
so-called “stabilization ? agreement which the producers worked on
during the spring and summer. If you would care to have it, I would
be very glad to introduce it in the record as a part of my testimony,

The CramMAN, You may put it in, but the committee was going
to get that from the Tariff Commission, Mr, Mead,

r. Meap, I will produce the one which we all signed, and sent to
the Secretary of Agriculture.

Senator Costraan. It was suggested to me yesterday that Mr,
Kearney, representing the beet growers, might desire to make a brief
su;ﬁlleniental statement this morning.

e CHamMAN. Mr. Kearney, do you desire to make a brief
statement ¢ : : .

Mr, Kearney. Mr. Chairman and Senator Costigan, after discus-
sion with my people, they decided to let the matter stand.

The Crateuay. The committee will go into executive session, and
I hope the audience will clear as quickly and as speedily as they
can.

Mr. H. R. Bisuop, of the firm of Buckley & Buckley, I request
the privilege, Mr., Cfmirman, of filing a short additional statement,

The CramMaN. You may. _

(The statement referred to is as follows:) '

STATEMENT Sumium BY H. R. Bisaor oF THE F1EM OoF BUCKLEY & BUCRLEY

I am appearing in these proceedings on behalf of the Puerto Rican American
Sugar Refinery Corporation among others, and in this particular, in view of
the remarks by refined-sugar representatives, I wish to call attention to the fact
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that these particular groups in addition to their refined business in the United
States, have extremely large interests for raw-sugar production in Cuba, For
esample, the American Sugar Refinery Co., which is the largest sugar refinery
in the United States, holds Central Cunagua, 1 of the 8 largest centrals in Cuba,
pesides other extensive raw-sugar interests in Cuba.

The United Fruit Co., which owns the Revere Sugar Refinery Co. in Boston,
is likewise the owner of Central Boston and Central Preston, two very large
centrals, The Cuban American Sugar Co., which holds the Gramercy Refinery
in Louisiana, is 1 of the 2 or 3 largest raw-gugar production companies in
Cuba,

The American Sugar Refinery, mentioned above, owns 25 percent of the Na-
tionn! Sugar Refinery in the United States. The committee is taking into con-
glderation the aspects of sugar-refinery interests in the United States, and
should also consider the great benefit which will flow te them from thefr
cwnership of raw production in Cuba.

STATEMENT BY THBP BALTIMORE ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE ON THEH SUGAR
SITUATION

The Baltimore Assoclation of Commerce, as the prinecipal representative of
the general business of the city of Balthmmore, desires to bring to the atten-
tion of the Committee on Agriculture the serlous situation confronting the
sugar-refining industry of this city, and the disastrous potential effect of this
situation on Baltimore labor and commercial operations.

The present condition resuits from an improper and inequitable adjustment
of rates of tariff duty between raw sugar and refilned sugar, as contained in
the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act. This act imposed a duty of $2 per 100 pounds
' on_ Cuban raw sugar and a duty of $2.12 per 100 pounds on Cuban refined sugar.

As 107 pounds of 96° raw sugar are required for the manufacture of 100 pounds

of refined sugar, American sugar refiners pay $2.14 in duty on the Cuban

raw sugar necessary to manufacture 100 pounds of reflned sugar. The resulf-

Ing differential of 2 cents against the domestic industry, plus the ability of

import refined sugar interests to undersell in the American market because of

low production and labor costs in Cuba and elsewhere, makes competition by
the domestic refining industry virtually impossible, decreases the activities
of domestic refining plants, creates unemployment and threatens the very

existence of this basic American industry. .

The effect of this situation is graphically shown by the importations of raw
and refined sugar from Cuba at the port of Baltimore in 1938, when for the
first time imports of dutiable refined sugar exceeded imports of dutiable raw
sugar. The figures in that year were 69,768,071 pounds of dutiable raw sugar
fmported from Cuba, compared with 229,790,000 pounds imported in 1982, and
163,658,800 pounds of dutiable refined sugar imported@ from Cuba, compared
with 209,218,800 pounds imported in 1932, This was a decrease of 26.6 percent
in dutiable refined sugar as between the 2 years, and a decrease of 69.8 percent
in dutiable raw sugar., It may also be noted that free raw sugar from Puerto
Rico received at Baltimore in 1933 was 18,202,500 pounds, compared with 77,
970,600 pounds in 1932, a decrease of 77 percent, while free refined sugar from
this source totaled 23,800,000 pounds in 1933, compared with 24,005,600
pounds, a decrease of less than 1 percent.

Since 1922 one of the largest cane-sugar refineries in the world, and probably
the most modern plant of its kind in existence, has been located at Baltimore,
This refinery has paid in customs receipts to the Federal Government over

,000,000. Its past employment, before the situation created by large im-
ports of refined sugar, has been approximately 1,000 employees, It has borne
a large share of municipal and State taxes. Its purchases of supplies and ma-
terlals have represented a substantial contribution to local commerce, Its ship-
ments by rail and water have added materially to the activity of the general
port and city. It has consumed over 1,000,000 tons of coal, which represented
benefits to mine and tvansportation workers of other States,
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This plant is now operated as a decidedly reduced capacity. Its continued
operation is threatened, as iy that of many other refineries in the United Sta
which are employing a large volume of American labor and are basis assets
the communities in which they are located. During the last 2 years the
Baltimore plant has been foroed to shut down entirely for periods totaling 8
months. We are now informed that complete and permanent closing of the
entire operation fs In prospect if some golution to the domestic refiners’ problem
18 not found in the legislation now being formulated by Congress on this subject,

The present unfavorable position of American sugar refineries may be said to
be principally due to the inward movement of sugar refined in Cuba and in our
own insular possessions. It is doubtful whether any nation other than the
United States permits sugar refined in the Tropics, whose natural sugar pro.
duction may be said to be raw sugar, to enter into destructive competition
with its home refiners,

The Baltimore Assoclation of Commerce reafirms its action taken in May
1088 to the effect that this situation should be corrected by such decrease in the
import tariff duty on raw sugar as will meet the inequality as described and
permit the domestic refining industry to function on a competitive basis. The
association belleves that it was the intent of Congress, at the time of the
passage of the Smoot-Hawley Act, to make this adjustment through the flexible
provision of the act, but such correction has not been made. The lowering of
duty on raw sugar, with the duty on refined remaining at the present level,
would satisfy the needs of the situation, would benefit both Cuba and the
United States, and would guarantee continuance of an industry which occupies
an important place in the economic life of the country.

This association believes that foreign trade is a 2-way matter, and that this
situation could be worked out through reciprocal lowering of Cuban and
American tariffs, to the best interest of the natural production and export
business of each country. However, if it is intended by the Government of
the United States to make sugar allotments to the various producing countries,
then we urge that definite percentages for refined sugar be specified for each
total sugar allotment, from each source of supply, and that these quotas be
}lxﬁitetd to such degree as will permit continuance of the local domestic refining
ndustry. .

In connection with your committee’s consideration of the pending legisiation
and the proposal to place sugar under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, this
association therefore urges that proper remedial action be taken through
adequate reduction in the import tariff duty on raw sugar alone; and by such
definite limitition on imports of refined sugar as will suffice to protect the
domestic refining industry.

STATEMBNT OF AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FrEDERATION BY CHESTER H. GRAY,
- WASHINGTON RiPRESENTATIVE

This measure, $.2732, is presented as an amendment to the Agricultural Ad.
Justment Act. That act has as its first and immediate purpose to bring parity
prices to the American farmers who grow farm crops, basic or otherwise,
Not one word, sentence, paragraph, or section of this law states, or even
indicates, that its benefits are to redound to any individual other than the
American farmer; much less does it state or indicate that its purpose is to
reach beyond our continental boundaries, and by the indirect method of settling
difficulties abroad or in our colonies, secure some hoped-for be: . fits to our
farm producers at home.

Anyone who will read section 1 and 2 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
must conclude that 8. 2732, as well as its companion measure H.R. 7907, are
not proper amendments to an act, the design of which is to improve domestic
farm conditiors. The amendment as presented is undoubtedly, if put into
operation, of more benefit to importing industries, both producers and refiners,
than it can possibly be to domestle interests, either producers or refiners.

This point of view offered in buhalf of the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion is not one newly developed. Since May and June 1983, when the pro-
posed sugar marketing agreement was offered for consideration, the Federa--
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ton has taken the position that in regard to any domestic farm crop, sugur
or otherwise, the adjustment act must not be amended, and no marketing
agreement under its terms is to be promulgated, to promote any one of the
following characteristics: ! .

(@) To become international rather than national in character.

(b) To fail to benefit the American farmer, who is the individual designed
to be benefited according to the declaration of policy in sections 1 and 2 of
the act. and to give benefits primarily to producers abroad or in our columns,

(o) 'To surrender the home market in regard to any domestic farm crop,
and in the degree to which that market is surrendered, to turn it over to
foreign interests, agricultural or industrial, as the case may be.

(d) To require the domestic producers of cane and beets to decrease, or
Jhmit, or put under quota, their present minority production, measured in terms
of domestic requirements, at the same time that importations of sugar, or any
other farm crop, are not only permitted but authorized.

(¢) To allow by invitation, ot otherwise, forelgn and importing interests
participating in the formulation of legislation or marketing agreements amenda-
tory to, or under the operation of, the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

{f) To adopt marketing agreements, or amendments to the act, which are
designed primarily to protect American investments abroad, or in our colonies,
for the production of agricultural products.

The American Farm Bureau Federation appeared several times in public
hearings in opposition to the proposed marketing agreement on sugar of 1933,
Its representatives refused to accept a place on the so-called sugar policy com-
nmittee of seven, the purpose of which wus to write the sugar marketing agree-
ment, because that committee was dominated by representatives of importing
interests, which domination was then, and is now, directly in violation of the
statement of policy of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. No one could expect a
sugar marketing agreement to be so written as to benefit the American producer
of sugar, when the group writing such an agreement was composeQ too largely
of individuals who lhad not the interest of the American farmer at heart,
but wh% irepresented, too directly, American capital in Cuba, Philippines, and
Puerto Rico.

With this review of position taken by the federation in 1933, it can be seen
that little support can be given by the federation to 8. 2732. This measure
is a repetition of the proposed marketing agreement on sugar of 1933, but
even goes farther in violating the intent and purpose of the adjustment act to
serve the American farmer than did that agreement of 1033. The pending
measure would reduce domestic quotas below those proposed in 1983, The
pending measure would grant more tonnages from QCuba, Puerto Rico, and
the Philippines than were contained In the proposed agreement of 1983, or
than was then asked by said representiitives of the interests in those islands,
The pending measure, despite + fact that domestic sugar is produced only
one quarter, approximately, to t..« extent of our domestic requirements, would
still further reduce that small percentage and subsequently surrender the
domestic market, more and more, to foreign and importing interests,

. The pending measure, without doing so in words, would classify domestic
production of sugar as belng uneconcmical, following the. thoughts in this
regard of some who have participated in the drafting of the bill, and who
have recently testified in its support both before the House and the Senate
Committees on Agriculture. The assertion that sugar is *uneconomical”
means, according to the testimony of supporters of the measure, either that

sugar costs more to produce in the United States than it costs to produce it

elsewhere ; or, since sugar 18 not now produced in quantity suflicient to supply
our needs, no effort should be made to expand its domestic production,

If sugar is uneconomical in the sense that it costs more to produce at home
than abroad, let us also similarly classify, and after classification, remove
them from the protective influence of our tariff rates, the following farm
products which cost more to produce in the United States than abroad:

Corn, dried beans, heef-cattle, butter, fresh lima beans, cream, onions, milk,
fresh tomatoes, cherries, lemons, canned tomatoes, maple sugar, almonds, flax-
seed, wool, peppers, fresh green peas.
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Is there anyone bold enough to say that this list of farm crops, which cost
more to raise domestically than abroad, should be treated in the way which
is now planned for sugar? If there is anyone so bold, let us consider the
other aspect of the * uneconomical® feature alleged against sugar; namely,
that it is not now being produced adequately to supply our home market, there.
fore, let us get our sugar from abroad and sacrifice our domestic producers
and refiners, If sugar is to be treated in this way because it is a deficiency
crop, 8o Mkewise must we treat many fresh winter vegetables such as toma.
toes, snap beans, green beans, and cucumbers; also buckwheat. In this classl.
flcation would come Hlaxseed, canned tomatoes, peas, potatoes, soybeans, grape-
fruit, almonds, lemons, figs, olives, dates, English walnuts, limes, peanuts,
filberts, beef-cattle, wool, cream, butter, maple sugar, and maple sirup.
Many people misconstrue the intent of the Agricultural Adjustment Act in
regard to control of production. Basic crops—those so named as basic in the
law—all come under the provision relative to control of production; but many
other crops such as sugar, which is not produced at the present time adequate’
to supply all our own requirements, need not necessarily be subjected to a
reduction in production. The entire intent of the Adjustment Act is to * give
the American market to the American farmer ” whether the crop is basic or
otherwise, To take a crop of minority production, that is, one which does not
supply our own requirements, such as sugar, and then compel the American
farmers of such a crop still further to limit their production, is not a pro-
cedure properly to be considered as an amendment to the Adjustment Act,
unless, indeed, the declaration of policy in sections 1 and 2 of the act should
be so drastically changed as to remove from such declaration of policy the
present stated intent of the law to benefit only one person, namely, the
American farmer by giving him parity prices.
It is difficult to suggest to the Senate Committee on Finance & proper pro-
cedure in regard to S. 2732, as the entire measure i9 in violation of the policies
and the activities of the American Farm Bureau Federation, Any effort sug-
gested in this statement, offered in behalf of the American Farm Bureau
. Federation, to amend 8, 2782 so that its provisions would be in accord with
‘the policy of the Agriculture. Adjustment Act, would require a complete
rewriting of the proposed measure. That effort obviously cannot be under-
taken in a brief statement such as is now being offered by the Federation,
It may be said, however, in conclusion that if the Senate Finance Committee
desires to make sugar a basic commodity, then about all that is necessary ig
to slightly amend section 11; in addition, add some necessary definitions which
are now included in section 2 of 8. 2782; and finally, introduce the words
“or regulation” after the word “reduction” in the first line, paragraph 1,
of section 8, so that any doubt would be removed relative to a basic ecrop
lige sugar being allowed to expand its production.

. The sugar-producing farmers should be allowed to control their acreage
by enlarging it annually 10 to 16 percent until such enlargement gradually
reaches the surplus point of production; after which time the present * reduc.
tion"” requirement relative to acreage, should properly be put into effect.
But, to require reduction now when only 26 percent, approximately, of our
domestie requirements of sugar are produced domestically, is to subject sugar
to a legal requirement, which 18 not sought to be made operative on any other
farm crop whatsoever. Should an amendment be adopted to the Adjustment
Act, allowing sugar to expand rather than requiring it to shrink in production,
automatically the importations from Cuba, Philippines, and Puerto Rico should
be gradually decreased, so that instead of making the American sugar-producing
farmers retire from the home market, there would be a gradual retirement
from that market of the foreign and imported products.

This consummation cannot be secured by amending the proposed amend-
ment, 8. 2732, to the Agricultural Adjustment Act, It is respectfully sub-
mitted to the Finance Committee that the proposed amendment be entirely
rewritten in line with the recommendations in the concluding paragraphs in
this statement which is offered on behalf of the American Farm Bureau Fed-
eration, the policy of which never forgets the American farmers who produce

any and all of our domestic farm crops.
(Whereupon, the committee adjourned at 11:45 a.m.)
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